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Preface 
 
Therefore its name is called Babel, because there the LORD confused the language of all the 
earth; and from there the LORD scattered them abroad over the face of all the earth. 
Genesis 11-9 
The Holy Bible-King James Version 
What happened after the Tower of Babel, what happened after “the Lord scattered them 
abroad over the face of the earth”? Could there be a return to a common language? Could a 
new Dante Alighieri find a language that is not only commonly understood in Italy but in the 
whole European Union - simply by reversing history?   
In a European Union with a population of 450 million people and twenty three official 
languages and over 100 other languages spoken, finding a volgare illustre would end in a 
complete disaster; Ferdinand de Saussure, the very famous Swiss linguist claimed that 
linguistic realities always reflect actual power structures. In his famous works he differs 
between the two functions of language which always compete, firstly, language as a 
communication tool and secondly language as an additional expression of identity and social 
identification. The fundamental role of language for our identity makes a European volgare 
illustre impossible and inacceptable.  
As no solution can be found there, linguistic diversity has been and always will be an 
important aspect of political life, not only on a regional and national level, but also on a 
European level.  
History is full of wars and armed conflicts based on the grounds of different ethnicities, 
religions and languages. These social behaviours can be rooted back to insecurity and fear 
that resulted in hatred and violence. Unfortunately, Europe does not represent in this context 
an Island of the Blessed.  
Discrimination of minorities - on the grounds of language, religion or ethnicity - is 
unfortunately a political reality that cannot and must not be ignored. Up until 2007, Roma 
women were forced to agree to sterilization in order to keep custody for their children; this 
happened not somewhere far away - but in the Czech Republic and before this in communist 
Czechoslovakia (Mayer, 2009).  In 2007, the Czech Republic was already a member state of 
the EU and should have had fulfilled all membership criteria, especially these concerning 
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human rights and minority rights. To this day, the Czech government refuses to accord 
compensation to these women. Maybe things would have been different if these women could 
address state authorities in their vernacular language - if they had been treated as equal 
members of society.  
The fact that this happened while Czech Republic had already joined the community of shared 
values - as the EU is sometimes called, makes me wonder what role the EU could play in the 
whole ensemble of minority language policy.  
At this point, I would very much like express my gratitude to my dear parents, Krystyna and 
Arno, for endless inspirational discussions and their support throughout my studies. I would 
like to express my thanks also to my beloved sisters and friends who never tired of supporting 
me and encouraging me endlessly. Special thanks go to Prof. Gerlich for his support and 
interest in my thesis. I thank also very much the staff of the Bureau of the European 
Commission and European Parliament in Vienna who has helped me very much during my 
research. Finally, I express my thanks to Prof. Reidinger and Prof. Langheiter-Tutschek from 
the Department of Scandinavian Studies at the University of Vienna and their lectures on 
Scandinavian linguistics and culture studies at the very beginning of my studies. 
Dedicated in memory of Mrs. Gertrude Serata - maholo! 
D.T. 
Vienna, January 2012 
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Methodology and research interest 
My research with the data services provided by the University of Vienna showed that there 
are many books and articles that deal with minority issues, a lot less on the specific topic of 
minority language issues. Outstanding is in this context Shuibne, 2002, who describes from a 
juridical point view very detail-oriented the minority language policy of the EU.  
More on these EU-related subjects can be found when looking for articles about minorities in 
the accession process, not only concerning the CEE but on Turkey. There are books on the 
general protection of minority rights by international organisations, many of them 
concentrating either on the UN or the OSCE.  
A combination of both, a qualitative analysis of minority language policy in the EU and a 
quantitative approach on linguistic discrimination has not been done yet, although numerous 
works on social integration and minorities, also in the context of the EU, do exist. Worth 
mentioning are MIDIS by the FRA, a survey on discrimination, the UNDP surveys and the 
papers published by the Council of Europe and by the Worldbank. Although Sandovici and 
Listhaug recently approached the issue of political participation of minorities using the ESS in 
a quantitative approach, they did not analyse linguistic discrimination in particular and they 
did not examine the impact of these phenomena on the EU. 
There are a few questions that can be asked in this context: 
 Is the EU interested in minority language issues? 
 What is the general language policy of the EU? 
 Why should the EU be interested in such topics? How do they relate to other interests 
of the EU? 
 What are the institutions within the EU-system that are concerned with minority 
issues? 
 Which language is discriminated in the EU? 
 Is there a correlation between social integration and language discrimination 
 Is the so-called largest minority in Europe - the Roma - also subject to language 
discrimination? 
Most importantly, this thesis makes the attempt not only to analyse the minority language 
policy of the EU, but measure in light of the enlargement 2004-2009 its real effect and 
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outcome. How relevant are minority languages in the enlargement process? At this point there 
are three diverse hypothesises that could give answer to this question:  
1. Since minority language discrimination is not relevant within the EU, minority 
language issues play no role in the enlargement process. 
2. Discrimination on the grounds of language is an issue in the EU and therefore is also 
in the attention of the European Commission during the accession process. 
3. Although minority language discrimination is a social reality it was not in the main 
interest of EU during the accession process. 
Methodologically, I will approach this topic, to start with, by analysing documents, published 
by international organisations, the EU itself and institutions that are part of the EU-system. As 
a second step I will consult other sources such as scientific work from all parts of social 
sciences and also from the field of law. Thirdly, I will use date of the European Social Survey 
2008; and by doing so, conclusions could be drawn on the practice of the EU-policy. 
In the first chapters, I try to approach the research object from a theoretical point of view. I 
examine the different a-priori-existing definitions of minorities and I will prove how minority 
issues affect the four fundamental freedoms. 
Chapter III deals with the role of the EU in the promotion of linguistic diversity and I will 
elaborate what competences the EU actually has in this area. Chapter IV explores what the 
different EU institutions have done in this particular field of interest. The author chooses to 
put emphasis on certain actions and actors more than on others as to ensure consistency and 
readability.  
For the more practical approach that will close my work, I chose the data selected during the 
European Social Survey during the fifth and latest round (2008-2011) that covers most of the 
EU member states, the European Economic Area and Israel, Turkey, the Russian Federation 
and Ukraine, in total, more than thirty countries. 
1
 It is funded by European Commission’s 
Frame Programmes, the European Science Foundation and national funding bodies in the 
countries. Until his death in January 2012, Roger Jowell was the head principal investigator of 
the ESS at the Centre for Comparative Social Surveys of the City University London, UK. 
Initially, the survey is conducted in order to get useful information on changing values, 
attitudes, attributes and behaviour patterns within European polities, conducted about every 
                                                          
1
 http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/ Needless to say that we only interpret the data from the EU-27. 
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two years since 2001. 
2
 The free source of the data was the homepage of the ESS. The 
representative interviews were conducted face-to-face (European Social Survey, 2011, p. 21). 
The data was analysed with the help of SPSS-software by IBM, frequently used for data 
analysis, modelling and reporting. It was developed in cooperation between a social scientist 
from the Stanford University, Norman H. Nie, and Hadlai Tull, who held a MBA from 
Stanford, and who specialized on operations research. 
3
 Therefore it was the first software 
specifically designed for social scientists, as most of the data-analysis-tools were normally 
used by natural scientists and hence did not respond to social-science needs. 
The research institutes financed by the European Union granted accession to their results 
mostly in a bit complicated way so that the author had to rely on other institutions such as the 
European Centre for Minority Issues in Flensburg, Germany; it publishes a lot on this specific 
topic, and for interested readers the Yearbook on minority issues provides an interesting 
insight on the current scientific debate.  
In order to find the numerous EU-Documents and resolutions used in this thesis by the EP, the 
database EURLEX was used.  
The law stated is as of January 1
st
 2012. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
2
 http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=56&Itemid=89 
3
 http://www.fundinguniverse.com/company-histories/SPSS-Inc-company-History.html 
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I. Definition and theoretical approach to the subject of minorities 
I.1 Definition of minorities 
The definition of the notion of minority has shown to vary in each legal system. Several 
sources stress the nonexistence of a proper definition in international law (United Nations 
2010 and Gornig 2001). Nonetheless, there are a few international treaties that deal with the 
topic of minorities. Speaking in juridical terms, it is fairly agreed in international law that 
minorities constitute a group of people that shares the same characteristic that makes them 
different to the majority of people.  
The Roman Empire managed to build a society that was at the same time heterogeneous 
ethnically and homogenous in terms of language. The Roman religion was very tolerant when 
it came to other beliefs especially as the Romans allowed the practise of their religions as long 
as the Roman Gods were worshipped at the same time. That idea remained dominant for 
many centuries; religion and language were the main factors to unite ethnically diverging 
groups (Gornig, 2001, p.21).  
In the Middle Ages there were a lot of different religious groups under the hegemony of 
Christianity - as there were many smaller principalities, kingdoms and other administrational 
entities, each legal system had its own way of dealing with minorities and mostly, this was the 
reason why minorities could develop and survive - depending on how tolerant the legal 
system of the state they were residing in was. 
The religious minority problem at least concerning Lutherans Protestants was resolved with 
the Diet of Nuremberg in 1532 and the Diet of Augsburg in 1555 - at least for a certain time. 
These agreements, of course, did not affect the rights of the followers of Zwingli and Calvin. 
The Edict of Worms and the condemnation of Martin Luther were suspended and with the 
establishment of the principle Cuius regio eius religio from now on the decision on religion 
belonged to the ruling prince. People who did not wish to conform were forced to leave the 
country (Gornig, 2001, p.22). 
Outside the Holy Roman Empire there were also important decisions regarding religious 
minorities such as the Edict of Nantes in 1598 that allowed Calvinist Protestants to exercise 
their religion freely.  
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After the Thirty Years War the Peace of Westphalia did not only stipulate any direct religious 
provisions but with the independence of Switzerland and the Netherlands from the Holy 
Roman Empire they were granted freedom also from religious obligations. 
Gornig states that ethnic minority as a notion as we nowadays use it did not exist in the 
Middle Ages and the early modern times as it was not until the French Revolution in 1789 
that the notion of nation arose and the whole concept of state changed (Gornig 2001, p.23). 
The system of total equality of citizens in all aspects developed and so minorities became a 
threat to the unity of the nation. This was extraordinary important in France where the 
indivisibility of the state is codified also in the constitution: “La France est une République 
indivisible, laïque, démocratique et sociale.” (Constitution de la Republique Francaise, article 
1). The state was now seen as an entity that should unite all the different citizens.  
And because all citizens were considered equal and had equal rights and obligations, special 
treatment for minorities was considered contradicting the general slogan of equality. Some 
theoreticians went even so far as to condemn particularity as a whole and to fight peculiarities 
(Gornig 2001, p.24). 
Despite these extreme declarations, minorities developed and survived because the whole 
notion of nation was too abstract to be applied without shortcomings.  
In the post-napoleon treaties, the politicians made a clear distinction between the different 
minorities such as religious, ethnic and linguistic minorities. In particular, ethnic minorities 
were concerned by the final treaty of Vienna 1815, were the new state order of Europe was 
decided. In these treaties, though, no clear definitions can be found because they deal with 
minorities that are explicitly mentioned in the contracts. 
According to Gornig, one can basically differ between three kinds of juridical acts that are 
relevant for minorities issues after WW1, firstly, the peace treaties of Versailles, Saint-
Germain-en Laye, Trianon and Neuilly-sur-Seine concerning the axes powers Germany, 
Austria, Bulgaria, Turkey and Hungary and  unilateral depositions made by Finland, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Estonia and Iraq as they entered the League of Nations. Finally, there are multiple 
bi- and multilateral treaties concerning various minorities. Gornig introduces a fourth 
category: the five minority treaties in 1919 and 1920, involving minorities in Eastern Europe 
and Turkey. None of the juridical acts include any definition of minorities, nevertheless they 
make a distinction between religious, ethnic and linguistic minorities. (Gornig 2011, p.25) 
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The League of Nations was unable to agree on a resolution on that would define minorities in 
juridical terms, because of the persistence of the Great Powers on sovereignty in these matters 
(Gornig, 2001, p. 26). Officially, only the distinction on the three different categories of 
minorities was accepted by the Council of the League of Nations.  
The Permanent Court of International Justice (PCIJ) has undertaken several efforts to define 
the notion ‘minority’. In 1935, the Court defines minorities as follows:  
Le Critérium de la notion de communauté au sens de la convention [..] est l’existence d’une 
collectivité de personnes vivant dans un pays ou une localité donnés, ayant une race, une  
religion, une langue et des traditions qui leur sont propres, et unies par l’identité de cette 
race, de cette religion, de cette langue et de ces traditions dans un sentiment de solidarité, à 
l’effet de conserver leurs traditions, de maintenir leur culte, d’assurer l’instruction et 
l’éducation de leurs enfants conformément au génie de leur race et d’assister mutuellement.”  
Deschênes, 1986, p. 275 
It is important to note that, for the first time, there has been made a clear distinction between 
objective and subjective criteria. There are not only objective criteria accountable as defining 
a minority, but most importantly the group’s will to conserve its very own characteristics.  
Jules Deschênes defines it as “.. la volonté [..] de survie de la minorité” (Deschênes 1986, p. 
286).  
There are six main features that should be considered: a plainly distinct group that is 
numerically inferior to the majority, either different in race, religion or language, there is a 
strong feeling of solidarity and there is a desire to conserve its individuality. The national 
legislatures should support equality in the legal system and in real life of the majority and the 
minority in the state in question (Deschênes p. 276). 
The UN however was dealing with the problem of definition of minorities far more attentive 
than the nation states themselves although the Declaration of Human Rights adopted in 1948 
by the General Assembly did not include any provisions concerning ethnic, linguistic and 
religious minorities, and also the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
(ICCPR) specifically concerning the situation of persons belonging to ethnic, religious or 
linguistic minorities does not include any definition. 
In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging to 
such minorities shall not be denied the right, in community with the other members of their 
group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice their own religion, or to use their 
own language. 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Article 27 
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Three times - at its third, fourth and fifth sessions - the Sub-Commission on Prevention on 
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities has recommended that the Commission on 
Human Rights adopts a draft resolution defining minorities and also made some suggestions.  
As the members of the United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNHCR) could not in 
fact agree on a commonly accepted definition, it was decided that the Sub-Commission would 
not be dealing with this issue unless asked so by the UNHCR (Gornig, 2001,p. 28). 
Many years later, in 1977, the special Rapporteur to the aforementioned UN-Sub-
Commission, Franceso Capotorti, an Italian professor of law, elaborated a definition that was 
although used by UN-offices in pamphlets, never included in any official documents (UN 
2010, p. 2). 
Capatori defines minorities as  
..a group numerically inferior of the rest of the population of a State, in a non-dominant 
position, whose members-being nationals of the State possess ethnic, religious or linguistic 
characteristics differing from those of the rest of the population and show, if only implicitly, a 
sense of solidarity, directed towards preserving their culture, traditions, religion or language. 
E/CN.4/Sub.2/348/Rev.1,§.568 
On the grounds of the reports of the sub-commission, the UNHCR decided to author a 
Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and 
Linguistic Minorities, which was adopted not until 1992 by the UN-General Assembly, thus 
not including any definition. In the preparatory phase, another expert, Jules Deschênes, was 
asked to elaborate a revised definition. (Gornig 2001 p.29) 
In E/CN.4/Sub.2/1985/31 Deschênes suggests the following definition: 
A group of citizens of a State, constituting a numerical minority and in a non-dominant 
position in that state, endowed with ethnic, religious or linguistic characteristics which differ 
from those of the majority of the population, having a sense of solidarity with one another, 
motivated, if only implicitly, by a collective will to survive and whose aim is to achieve 
equality with the majority in fact and law.” 
E/CN.4/Sub.2/1985/31 § 181  
He emphasizes perhaps more strongly the will to attain equality with the rest of the 
population. As stated before, neither of the definitions was included in the resolution of 1992.  
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The European Council could not agree on a common definition either, although there are 
quite a few documents that deal with the subject of minorities such as the European 
Convention on Human Rights Prohibition of discrimination  
The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in this Convention shall be secured without 
discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colo[u]r, language, religion, political or 
other opinion, national or social origin, association with a national minority, property, birth 
or other status.  
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, Article14 
The term national minority is neither defined in this document nor in any other generally 
agreed document.  
There are several criteria that are used in the following thesis that define the author’s 
definition of minorities and as a consequence also minority language. In this context Gornig 
established a few main points that will be analysed and modified for the purpose of this work. 
(Gornig p.34 ff) 
I.1.A Subjective criteria 
Will to survive-Feeling of solidarity 
This criterion concerns the question whether the group in question is willing to preserve its 
characteristics and whether it aims to avoid assimilation. It happens that linguistic, ethnic and 
religious minorities are not that keen to stay particular and try to merge within the majority’s 
population. This can be rooted in strong discrimination by the majority or sociological reasons 
such as traumatic events e.g. after WW2. The feeling of solidarity is solely based on 
collective feelings, meaning that it concerns the group as a whole, whereas the feeling of 
belonging to the minority is both collective and individual.  
Feeling of belonging 
The question whether a person belongs to a minority or not can solely be answered by 
individuals and depends on the subjective feeling of belonging to the minority. A state or 
another entity is not supposed to impose on one the belonging to a minority. Therefore it can 
neither deprive someone - fulfilling the objective criteria - from declaring oneself belonging 
to a minority. This individual feeling is crucial on how the minority evolves over the 
centuries. It happens that persons are still perceived as members of minorities because of their 
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language or colour of the skin when in reality the group has lost its traditional identity. 
(Gornig, 2010, p. 45) 
I.1.B Objective criteria  
Number of people belonging to a minority/numerical inferiority 
A minority has to be numerically inferior to the population. Capatori states that there has to be 
a “reasonable proportionality between the effort involved and the benefit to be derived from 
it” (E/CN.4/Sub.2/348/Rev.1, para. 566). Numerical inferiority has to be comprehended in the 
context of the whole population, not other groups (e.g. minorities) of the population.  
Individual objective differentiators 
The most important feature of minorities is that the group must differ distinctively in some 
way from the majority. This does not have to concern all areas of life, but it can affect ethnic, 
religious or linguistic qualities. Autochthonous, non-citizens and “new” minorities like 
immigrants, or persons with a particular sexual orientation or identity are not included in 
international acts on minorities. In his article, published in 1986, Deschênes describes the 
tradition of thought that lead up to the point that non-citizens and autochthonous people are 
left out from these definitions, and also people with disabilities, persons belonging to certain 
political groups or persons with a particular sexual orientation or identity (Deschênes, 1986 p. 
259ff). He argues that they are mostly protected by special declarations or national law. As 
the possession of citizenship of the state in question is compulsory, new immigrants are not 
included - the question of citizenship will be discussed below. 
Religious differentiator 
A religious minority exists if the group in question has a different religion than the majority of 
the population of a state. This can concern theistic, non-theistic and atheistic views.  
(Gorning, 2010, p. 35) Religious minorities are often endangered in countries where there is 
an established state-religion and if there is no special protection for people of other faith. 
Religious minorities have existed e.g. in the Soviet-Union as a generally atheist country.  
Linguistic differentiator 
A linguistic minority uses in public and/or in private a language that is not used by the 
majority of the population of the state they live in. Gornig includes dialects as well, contrary 
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to other definitions such as the one by the European Charter for Regional and Minority 
Languages in 1992 that will be used in this work. 
At present, the Charter has been ratified by 24 states, and ratification is to expect in another 
eight states where it has been signed.  
According to Article 1, a minority language is  
a “regional or minority languages” means languages that are: 
   i traditionally used within a given territory of a State by nationals of that State who 
form a group numerically smaller than the rest of the State's population; and 
   ii different from the official language(s) of that State; 
   it does not include either dialects of the official language(s) of the State or the languages 
of migrants; 
  b “territory in which the regional or minority language is used” means the geographical 
area in which the said language is the mode of expression of a number of people 
justifying the adoption of the various protective and promotional measures provided for 
in this Charter; 
  c “non-territorial languages” means languages used by nationals of the State which differ 
from the language or languages used by the rest of the State's population but which, 
although traditionally used within the territory of the State, cannot be identified with a 
particular area thereof. 
European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages, Article 1 
There is no legally binding document that defines linguistic minorities on a European level; 
nevertheless the EP takes reference to the Charter above in the Ebner-Resolution in 2003 in 
its preamble, by stating that  
..  the customary definition of regional or minority languages in the European Charter for 
Regional or Minority Languages covers languages traditionally used by sections of the 
population of the state in question, but does not include dialects of the official language(s) of 
the state, the languages of immigrants or recently invented languages, 
European Parliament resolution with recommendations to the Commission on European 
regional and lesser-used languages – the languages of minorities in the EU – in the context of 
enlargement and cultural diversity  
Ebner-Resolution 2003, Preamble 
The European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages (EBLUL) classified the different types of 
minority languages within the territory of the European Community (See Shuibhne, 2002, p. 
52). 
1. The national languages of two member states, which are not official languages of the 
EU (i.e. Irish and Luxembourgish) 
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2. Languages of groups residing in single member states (e.g. Breton/France, Welsh/UK) 
3. Languages of communities residing in two or more member states of the EU 
(Occitan/France/Spain/Italy or Basque/France/Spain) 
4. Languages which are spoken in one country by a minority of the people but in another 
state they are the majority’s language (Slovenian/Austria) 
5. Non-territorial languages (Yiddish, Romani) 
Ethnic differentiator 
Ethnic groups are connected through a common origin, history, cultural heritage and often 
ancestry. Joseph refers to ethnic identity as focused more on common descent and on cultural 
heritage, than on political terms, such as borders, autonomy, territory, sovereignty, which 
constitute a basic feature of national identities (Joseph, 2004, p. 163). In the literature, 
national and ethnic minorities are often used as synonyms, whereas the term national 
minorities refers to groups that constitute a majority in another state. In this context the group 
in question has to differ in ethnic, linguistic, or religious aspects from the majority in the 
country the community resides in. If that is not the case, they do not constitute a minority by 
international law.  
Inferiority in dominance/power 
In addition to the above mentioned criteria, Gornig stresses that minorities should not only be 
numerical inferior to the rest of the population but that these groups should be in non-
dominant position within the power system of the particular state (Gornig, 2001, p.38). That is 
why the white population in South-Africa was not perceived as a minority that ought to be 
protected by international law. This is particularly interesting as the non-white population 
during the Apartheid-Regime was - although in numerical terms dominant - in a minority-like 
position but could not rely on international minority protection.  
Citizenship 
The question whether members of a minority have to be in possession of citizenship of the 
state they are residing in, has been discussed variously. 
Article 27 of the ICCPR does not give any answers as it simply refers to people that exist on 
the territory of a state, regardless of citizenship. As there is no particular distinction made (see 
Article 25: “Every citizen shall have the right and the opportunity, without any of the 
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distinctions mentioned in article 2 and without unreasonable restriction… “) it allows us to 
include that citizenship is indeed irrelevant in this context.  
However, such an extensive interpretation would run counter to the traditions of interpretation 
of international law. Additionally, Gornig stresses that no country at all would be able to 
ensure protection for all residents due to the lack financial and administrative possibilities. 
(Gornig, 2001, p. 39) Hence delegates have been against such a broad notion of minority at 
plenary meetings. The Austrian „Bundesgesetz über die Rechtsstellung der Volksgruppen in 
Österreich“ (Volksgruppengesetz ) requires in §1(2) citizenship and the long-established 
residence on Austrian territory (Volksgruppengesetz).  
Also documents by the European Council state that citizenship is a precondition for belonging 
to a minority. (Recommendation 1177 (1992)[1] on the Rights of Minorities). The Framework 
Convention for the Protection of National Minorities itself includes neither any definition of 
minorities nor reference to citizenship. 
Nevertheless, the regulations that were made by a member states and the general practice in 
international law have shown that citizenship is a precondition. But then again, Gornig adds, a 
minority can include non-citizens as well, especially if members of a minority are deprived 
from citizenship in an unlawful way. I agree to that and therefore count these groups of 
people also as minorities with the restriction that they fulfil all the other conditions.  
Stability 
The criterion of stability excludes people that have been living in the state in question for a 
rather short time; this is important as many states have been facing an enormous amount of 
people immigrating after WW2. Article 27 ICCPR refers to people that already exist in the 
state in question and are long established.  
Gornig stresses that the factor of stability is indeed very important, as the number of groups 
claiming the status of minority would emerge and finally lead to the situation where the states 
would not be able to ensure an effective minority protection as the financial and 
administrational challenges would overstrain the states’ potential. (Gorning, 2001, p.42) 
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I.2 Minority language policy and the theory of spill-over  
The concept of spill-over represents in this context a very good approach why the EU also 
needed to become active in the field of minority language policy and why this was not the 
case in other aspects of minority policy.  
David Mitrany developed the idea that the very reason for all political actions is not the desire 
to function or do the optimum for the state but the will to preserve power (Pollak &Slominski, 
2006, p. 55). This belief was also shared by the founding fathers of the EU, Robert Schuhman 
and Jean Monnet. Therefore they established a system where form follows function based on 
a very technocratic-rational perception of the process of integration. The very idealistic core 
idea behind the European Coal and Steel Community - namely peace in Europe - was soon to 
be overruled by economic interest.  
Ernst Haas developed the model of spill-over that can be described as a situation  
in which a given action, related to a specific goal, creates a situation in which the original 
..goal can be assured only by taking further actions, which turn create a further condition and 
a need for more action and so forth 
cited in Pollak&Slominiski, 2006, p. 56 
The distinction between functional, political and institutional spill-over was made in 1969 by 
Phillippe Schmitter.  The functional spill-over describes the effect that cooperation in certain 
areas leads to integration of other policy fields if (a) the profits gained in one area are 
suboptimal/low because integration is missing in its neighbouring sectors and if (b) 
integration in one area leads to negative results in others. Therefor integration must be 
expanded in order to preserve the positive outcome. (Schimmelfennig, 2008, p. 298) 
According to Gerlich, the EU has two main goals that can be assigned to the functional 
theory, namely peace and prosperity (Gerlich, 2007, p. 118). Through the changing ways of 
policy making the position of the nation state has changed more and its influence even on 
domestic policy areas was weakened. This concerns also human rights issues where by setting 
up of international standards, the influence of international organisations, such as the Council 
of Europe and UN, has increased (Ibd. p.110). 
The following chapter tries to prove that from the very beginning this trend can be assigned to 
the effect of spill-over concerning the four fundamental freedoms of the EU. These freedoms 
were set as the benchmarks of the internal market in order to achieve the goal of prosperity.  
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These are enshrined in Article 26 in TFEU,  
2. The internal market shall comprise an area without internal frontiers in which the 
free movement of goods, persons, services and capital is ensured in accordance with 
the provisions of the Treaties. 
As prescribed in the following paragraph, the Council acts on the proposition of the 
Commission by determining guidelines and conditions necessary in this context. Each of the 
four freedoms are explicitly described in the TFEU in the articles that follow this provision. 
It is very likeable that when these freedoms are practiced, language problems may appear, as 
will be proven below. In order to analyse the effect of spill-over in the minority language 
context, two out of the four freedoms and their effect on language issues will be shown by 
using examples from the jurisprudence by the ECJ. 
I.2. A Example 1: Free movement of goods  
The focus lies here primarily on the labels of products, considering that certain member states 
have language requirements for product labels (this is especially relevant in regions where 
regional languages enjoy a high status within the legal system). In this context the fact that the 
costumer should in general be able to read the labels in a language that she/he understands 
falls into the category of consumer protection or public interest. The latter notion the ECJ 
used in the verdict of the Case Colim vs. Biggs (two department stores in the Netherlands 
were found to sell numerous products that were not - against national legislation - labelled in 
Dutch, although national legislation requires it in that particular region) (Shuibne, 2002, p. 
26).  The second question the court was concerned with affects national language legislation 
in so far as it was decided that: 
The answer to the second question must therefore be that, in the absence of full  
harmonisation of language requirements applicable to information appearing on  imported 
products, the Member States may adopt national measures requiring  such information to be 
given in the language of the area in which the products are  sold or in another language which 
may be readily understood by consumers in  that area, provided that those national measures 
apply without distinction to all  national and imported products and are proportionate to the 
objective of  consumer protection which they pursue. They must, in particular, be restricted to 
information which the Member State makes mandatory and which cannot be appropriately 
conveyed to consumers by means other than translation.   
Colim vs. Bigg’s, Judgement of the Court, para.44 
In short, these national legislative measures that ensure that the consumer understands the 
product labelling must be set in proportion to the objective of consumer protection, and most 
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importantly must be applied to all products, not only imported goods. Secondly, the 
provisions must be restricted to information that has to be provided to the consumer and only 
if the information cannot be conveyed in other ways such as drawings and signs.  
This case was chosen to prove that language issues are also relevant  for the free movement of 
goods and the principle of spill-over is applicable as the EU is forced to get active in this field 
as the numerous number of cases that deal also with problem of labelling and languages show 
(C-51/93, Meyhui vs. Schott Zwiesel Glaswerke, C-322/01, Deutscher Apothekerverband eV 
0800 DocMorris NV and Jacques Waterval, T-123/00 Dr Karl Thomae GmbH European 
Federation of Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations (EFPIA) vs. Commission of the 
European Communities and Council of the European Union etc.)
4
.  The EU was forced to 
release numerous regulations in this context, one of the latest is from October 2011 
Regulation No 1169/2011 by the Council and the Parliament Article 15 dealing with language 
requirements. 
I.2.B Example 2: Free Movement of Persons 
Various cases of the ECJ proved that the free movement of persons often evokes linguistic 
difficulties as well; the most famous probably in this context is that of Anita Groener vs. 
Minister for Education and the Dublin Vocational Education Committee (C-379/87); the case 
concerns Anita Groener, a Dutch national, living in Dublin, who had applied (successfully) as 
an art instructor but she failed a test on Irish language, and therefore could not take up her job, 
despite the very fact that she would instruct painting in English - not in Irish.  
Interestingly, the Court decided in favour of the Irish Minister for Education, stating that that 
requirement is applied in a proportionate and non-discriminatory manner, and therefore 
legitimate - particularly because Irish is the first official language of the country (Anita 
Groener vs. Minister for Education and the Dublin Vocational Education Committee, 
Judgement of the Court, p. 3995). If the member states adopt a policy that protects and 
promotes its own official language, it is not prohibited by the treaty provisions, in so far as the 
implementation of such policy must not limit the free movement of workers or any other 
fundamental freedom. (para.19) The requirements deriving from such a policy “must not in 
any circumstances be disproportionate in relation to the aim pursued and the manner in which 
they are applied must not bring about discrimination against nationals of other Member 
State”, the Court states below. Interestingly, in this context the ECJ very much emphasises 
                                                          
4
 The search engine CURIA of the ECJ produced these results- they were reviewed in terms of their relevance. 
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that this specific field of language policy falls into the competence of the Member States. 
5
 
But ultimately, the ECJ was asked to decide in this subject. 
With the introduction of the Article 167 (TFEU), the EU ultimately had to get active in this 
policy area; the judgements of the courts above show that the interest in this subject does not 
only so much derive from the will to protect cultural diversity but can be explained by the 
need to ensure the practice of the Four Fundamental Freedoms.  
The evolution of the European Community to the European Union and the processes of 
enlargement and Europeanization stand for an increased economic, social and political 
integration. In strong contrast to the prevailing dogma of the free market stands the Union’s 
language diversity as it could hinder economic integration.  
There are two dominant concepts regarding linguistic diversity concerning the EU; there are 
some who consider it is as a symbol of free expression and as a fundamental right. (Shuibne, 
2002, pp.2) On the other hand, it can be seen as an obstacle to the free market and the costs 
which are related to translation etc. are considered far higher than the actual benefit. The state 
must take ensure communication between the citizens and must therefor take measures in this 
direction and regulate the use of languages 
In literature there is clear distinction made between corpus planning (development of 
vocabulary, grammar etc.) and status planning (measures to regulate language use in different 
spheres). Admittedly, language planning cannot reverse language shift, there need to be other 
measures taken.
6
 
As a compromise between the extremes views on language planning it is sometimes 
suggested that a non-interventionist or survival of the fittest approach should be applied, 
totally in accordance with the free-market-ethos. Thus, the EU has taken measures to protect 
linguistic diversity and enshrined it in the Charter on the Fundamental Freedoms.  
 
 
                                                          
5
 That was of course before the introduction of Article 167 of the TFEU. 
6
 Language shift describes the progress whereby an individual or language group changes the predominantly 
used language into another one. 
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II. Official language policy of the European Union 
II. 1 Legal provisions 
The Union’s language policy is not codified as such. It is crucial to state that it has derived 
from different treaties throughout history. One of the oldest references to language is made in 
Article 248 in the Treaty Establishing the European Economic Community in 1958 stipulating 
the treaty should be drawn upon in the at that time four official languages (Italian, French, 
German, Dutch) and that all texts should be equally authentic (Treaty Establishing the 
European Community). 
The latest document that can be taken to review the European Union’s language policy is the 
Treaty on the European Union, especially the amendments made due to the enlargement in 
2002 and 2007.  
This Treaty, drawn up in a single original in the Bulgarian, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, 
Estonian, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Hungarian, Irish, Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian, 
Maltese, Polish, Portuguese, Romanian, Slovak, Slovenian, Spanish and Swedish languages, 
the texts in each of these languages being equally authentic.. […] 
Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the European Union, Article 55 
As Shuibne points out that phrase being equally authentic stands in contrast to the policy of 
many other international organizations, like the Council of Europe or the UN, where the 
number of official languages is strictly limited and only peripherally related to the languages 
used by the member states. (Shuibne, 2002, p. 5) 
This language-grouping includes at least one of the official languages of each member states, 
in the total amount 23. It should be emphasized that there has been no official treaty provision 
in the founding process dealing with the official languages used by the European Union and 
its organs as there is for instance in the Statute of the Council of Europe (Article 12) (Council 
of Europe, 1949). 
Later a Declaration on Article 55(2) of the Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European 
Union was added. Article 55 (2) stated initially that the Treaty may be translated to any 
language that enjoys an official status in part of or the entire member state.  
The Conference considers that the possibility of producing translations of the Treaties in the 
languages mentioned in Article 55(2) contributes to fulfilling the objective of respecting the 
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Union's rich cultural and linguistic diversity as set forth in the fourth subparagraph of Article 
3(3). In this context, the Conference confirms the attachment of the Union to the cultural 
diversity of Europe and the special attention it will continue to pay to these and other 
languages. The Conference recommends that those Member States wishing to avail themselves 
of the possibility recognized in Article 55(2) communicate to the Council, within six months 
from the date of the signature of the Treaty of Lisbon, the language or languages into which 
translations of the Treaties will be made. 
Declaration on Article 55(2) 
 
As we can see above the European Union is very keen to support the nations’ national and 
political identities and languages. That is why the equality of official EU languages continues 
to be that important. Thus, language planning as explained above was not a priority to the 
young European Community. The main goal, economic integration, was very unlikely to 
demand an examination with language policy.  
It is also stated earlier in the Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the European Union that  
[e]very citizen of the Union may write to any of the institutions, bodies, offices or agencies 
referred to in this Article or in Article 13 of the Treaty on European Union in one of the 
languages mentioned in Article 55(1) of the Treaty on European Union and have an answer in 
the same language. 
Article 24 of the Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU 
This of course includes also the right to address oneself by petition to the European 
Parliament, the European Ombudsman, and the institution s and advisory bodies of the Union. 
(see Article 20).  
Concerning the work of the institutions and the languages there, Article 342 of the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the EU (former Article 290 of the Treaty on the European Union) is 
concerned. It states that the council should decide by the means of regulation. The European 
commission did that by EEC Council-Regulation No 1/58 determining the languages to be 
used by the European Economic Community in 1958 as will be further discussed below.  
The rules governing the languages of the institutions of the Union shall, without prejudice to 
the provisions contained in the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union, be 
determined by the Council, acting unanimously by means of regulations. 
Article 342 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU 
This article has been amended with each accession. Accession treaties of the new member 
states and relies on the principle that at least one language of each member state should 
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become an official language of the EU. This stands in contrast to the European Coal and Steel 
Community, where only the French version of the founding treaty legally binding. 
The very first regulation made by the council in 1958 deals with language issues (Regulation 
1/58). Despite the fact that the regulation explicitly distinguishes between official and 
working languages, it does not define any implementations for practice. The regulation then 
proceeds to define communication guidelines between Member states and community 
institutions. Consequently, a document must be sent in any of the official languages and must 
be replied by the recipient in the same language. If a member state has more than one official 
language, the language used shall be governed by the rules in the concerning state. Basically 
all documents that address the member states and persons that are subject to the jurisdiction of 
member states should be drafted in the language of the member state. All regulations and 
documents of general importance shall be drafted in all official languages.  
Neither working nor official languages are defined by any EU-documents, but it can be 
assumed that the latter refers to the language used in documents for external communication 
such as legal acts, publications that are addressed to member states and their citizens, leaving 
the former to internal communication between and within Union’s institutions.  
The regulation 1/58 has been amended several times, last time in 2007 when not only the 
languages of the new member states but also Irish were added to the list. In 2005, derogation 
to the Article 4 and 5 was allowed as the accession of Malta posed a problem because the EU 
simply did not have the facilities to provide translation as required by that article.  
Regulations and other documents of general application shall be drafted in the official 
languages. 
The Official Journal of the European Union shall be published in the official languages. 
Regulation 1/58,  Article 4 and 5, 
 
 
Therefore the EU introduced derogation from the obligation to draft all acts of general 
application in Maltese and publish them in the Official journal for the timeframe of three 
years and therefore ended in 2007. This should measure was taken to leave to the EU enough 
time to employ qualified translators so that at the end of the transition time all documents that 
were not translated at that time should have been published in Maltese. From the derogation 
excluded were documents that were drafted by the European Parliament and the Council.  
After the introduction of Maltese, the Irish government was very eager to promote Irish as an 
official language as well; therefore in 2005 the regulation was amended again and Irish was 
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added to the working and official languages of the EU. In their paper Urrutia and 
Lasagabaster point out that the question of which official language of a state is promoted as 
an official EU-language is often a political question which has led to the neglect of widely 
used languages such as Catalán and Basque in spite of being spoken by more people than 
other EU-languages. (Urrutia &Lasagabaster, 2008, p. 4) 
Originally, Article 3 of the regulation states that every document that is addressed to a 
member state or to a person that is a subject to EU-regulations and directions should be 
provided in any official language selected by the sender, the answer in return should be 
drafted in the same language. But the European Court of Justice (ECJ) has limited the 
significance of Article 3 as it has decided in ACF Chemiefarma vs. Commission that,  
If an institution addresses to a person subject to the jurisdiction of a member state a 
document which is not drafted in the language of such state, it commits an irregularity 
capable of vitiating the procedure if harmful consequences result for such person within the 
framework of the administrative procedure.  
ACF Chemiefarma vs. Commission, para. 6 
That means that a contested measure may not be annulled on grounds of non-compliance with 
Regulation No. 1/58 unless if harmful consequences result for the concerning legal object.  
In later decisions the Court decided that the existence of harm does not need to be established. 
This contrast can only be explained by looking at these decisions in a general administrative 
context and not in a language specific dimension. (Shuibne, 2002, p. 9) 
As the decision in 1983 Ragusa vs. the Commission of the European Community shows, 
procedural mistakes (at that case the missing signature of a committee member) are 
[R]egrettable as such an irregularity may be, it does not, however, constitute in itself, a 
procedural defect since it is common ground that that member did in fact take part in the 
deliberations of the committee. 
 Ragusa vs. the Commission of the European Community, para. 22  
It is safe to say that confusion reigns in these terms. Article 3 seems to be a crucial 
proposition and yet the court cannot decide on a uniform dispersion of justice. The Regulation 
1/58 refers to the drafting process and not simply to the translation of the EU because that 
could have caused the development of one single working language and the neglect of the 
other languages. The consequences of this provision will be further investigated below.  
The European Parliament states in Resolution of the European Parliament A3-169/90, 
December 11, 1990, on languages and the situation of Catalan that “ [..] its widespread 
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practical use of multilingualism to be understood as a mark of respect or the fact that 
languages are the reflection and expression of cultures and peoples.. [..]“. Despite the costs 
and the rise of technical problems the Parliament supports strongly the idea of full 
multilingualism and welcomes the use of all languages in all institutions. (See chapter on 
Parliaments Resolutions) 
On persons belonging to minorities, the (Consolidated Version of the) Treaty on the European 
Union states that “respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to 
minorities” is one values that the EU is founded on. (TEU, Article 2) Alongside, principles 
such as human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law are mentioned.  
The most fundamental statement concerning languages and cultural diversity in the European 
Union comes further below in Article 167 (ex Article 151) of the consolidated Version of the 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU): 
1. The Union shall contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the Member States, while 
respecting their national and regional diversity and at the same time bringing the common 
cultural heritage to the fore. 
2. Action by the Union shall be aimed at encouraging cooperation between Member 
States and, if necessary, supporting and supplementing their action in the following areas: 
improvement of the knowledge and dissemination of the culture and history of the European 
peoples, conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage of European significance, non-
commercial cultural exchanges, artistic and literary creation, including in the audiovisual 
sector. 
3. The Union and the Member States shall foster cooperation with third countries and 
the competent international organizations in the sphere of culture, in particular the Council of 
Europe. 
4.  The Union shall take cultural aspects into account in its action under other provisions 
of the Treaties, in particular in order to respect and to promote the diversity of its cultures. 
5. In order to contribute to the achievement of the objectives referred to in this Article: 
the European Parliament and the Council acting in accordance with the ordinary legislative 
procedure and after consulting the Committee of the Regions, shall adopt incentive measures, 
excluding any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the Member States, the Council, 
on a proposal from the Commission, shall adopt recommendations. 
TFEU, Article 167 
There have been a lot of discussions on this article, to some it does not go far enough; to 
others it is too strong etc. The very existence of such an article can be seen as a confession to 
multiculturalism, despite fundamentally diverging views on that topic by the different actors.  
Paragraph 1 deals with the role of the Union concerning the national and regional diversity. 
The term “flowering” is a very strong and even eccentric word that is quite unusually used 
within official documents. Cooperation with the Council of Europe in spheres of culture is 
welcomed in the next paragraph, as the EU and its Members states shall seek coordination 
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with third countries and international organizations. In order to respect and promote the 
diversity of cultures, the Union shall take cultural aspects under considerations in its treaties.  
 
After consulting the Council of Regions of the Union should take measures in this direction, 
excluding any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the Member states. This stands 
totally in line with the decisions made before protecting specifically the cultural diversity. 
What has been changed is the provision that the decision should be made through the means 
of the ordinary legislative procedure which means that decisions in the Council are no longer 
made unanimously but on the basis of a qualified majority.  
Finally, the EU Charter on Fundamental Rights should be mentioned although it was not 
accepted by all member states as universally valid. Poland and Great Britain have restricted 
the interpretation of the Charter by the Court of Justice and their respective national 
jurisdiction, in particular concerning Chapter IV, Rights concerning Solidarity.
7
  
In the chapter III “Equality”, Article 21, discrimination based on the grounds of inter alia 
language, ethnic and social origin, religion and belief, and the membership in a of a national 
minority, is prohibited. Further below it is enshrined that the Union must respect cultural, 
linguistic and religious diversity. (Article 22) Finally in Chapter V, by Article 41, every 
person is entitled to address himself in one of the languages of the Treaties to the institutions 
of the EU. The answer must be framed in the same language. 
Schwellnuss states that because the minority topic was issued in the second meeting of the 
Convention there were no provisions on minorities in the first draft (Schwellnuss, 2006, p. 
234f). Later Article 21 was added that bans all discrimination, and refers also to the belonging 
to a national minority. The members of the convention filed nonetheless an appeal against the 
Bureau, but due to the resistance of France, a special article on minorities is missing.  
The article on cultural, linguistic and religious minorities is inspired by Article 167 of the 
consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). 
Shuibne goes further by implying that Article 14(3) might stand for a new approach on 
language education, as it requires respect for pedagogical convictions of parents in terms of 
education (Shuibne, 2002, p. 243). Nevertheless, she states, the charter has a rather minor 
impact on the Union’s language policy. Aside the prohibition of discrimination and the link to 
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 http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/justice_freedom_security/combating_discrimination/l33501_en.htm 
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pedagogical conviction, there was nothing new added that was not already mentioned either in 
the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) and the treaties of the Union. 
Both the EBLUL and the Bureau of the European Parliament had, in the run up to the 
Convention, pleaded for special provision in the treaties and even drafted a passage with 
special emphasize on the linguistic diversity. Nevertheless, the short passage on linguistic 
diversity that was ultimately introduced is very unlikely to put any “justiciable duty” on the 
political entities, as Shuibne puts it (ibd. p. 246).  
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II.2 Culture and EU-competence 
Culture and all related issues fall are subject to Article 6 of the TFEU where it is stated that 
the EU shall have the competence to support, coordinate and supplement the actions of 
member states in certain areas. Apart form culture this concerns inter alia (human) health, 
industry, tourism and (also important for minority issues) education.  
Generally speaking, action by the Union is only possible on the grounds of the principles of 
subsidiarity and proportionality, as detailed in Article 5 of the TEU. The principle of 
subsidiarity, outlined in Article 5 of TEU, states that the Union can take action only if the 
member states fail to ensure the implementation of the goals of the treaty and measures on the 
Union level would therefore achieve better results. This concerns only policy fields that do 
not fall exclusively within the Union’s exclusive competence. In the field of culture, the EU 
has the competence to carry out actions that support, coordinate and supplement the actions of 
the Member States. (TFEU Article 6) That means that action can only be possible on the 
grounds of the principle of subsidiarity, which of course can lead to the misbelief that the 
EU’s powers are limited through this principle. This is indeed untrue, as the principle of 
subsidiarity rather determines which political level should in fact act if both levels have 
respective spheres of competence. It is important to state that it does not define if either the 
Union or the Member State is responsible in a particular field but states what level should get 
active. (Shuibne 2004, p. 156 ff)  
To enable the Union’s action, the Conclusions of the Presidency in Edinburgh on December 
12, 1992 established rules on the application of the Principle of Subsidiarity, (European 
Council in Edinburgh, 1992).  
First of all, it should be granted that the actions lie within the limits of the power conferred by 
the treaties, and it should be ensured that the activities are meeting one or more of its aims. It 
should be examined from the draft, which objective in general is to be achieved and its 
relation to other goals is justifiable and whether the legal basis for its adoption exists (Ibd. p. 
6). 
There are two key points of the subsidiarity principle that should be met by the action in 
question. That is today that “… the Union shall act only if and in so far as the objectives of 
the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States, either at central 
level or at regional and local level, but can rather, by reason of the scale or effects of the 
proposed action, be better achieved at Union level.” (Article 5, TEU) 
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At this point, the Edinburg Conclusion states that there are guidelines to guarantee if the 
Community should act. It is sufficient if one of the requirements is met.  
 the issue under consideration has transnational aspects which cannot be satisfactorily 
regulated by action by Member States 
 actions by Member States alone or the lack of Community action would conflict with 
the requirements of the treaties or would otherwise significantly damage Member 
States' interests 
 the Council must be satisfied that action at Community level would produce clear 
benefits by reason of its scale or effects compared with action at the level of the 
Member States.  
The Community should only take the measure harmonisation of national legislatures, norms 
and standards if necessary to the achievement of the treaties’ objectives. This can be seen as a 
limit to harmonisation. It is emphasised that the position of a Member State vis-à-vis a third 
country is not enough to justify a Community internal action in this field, the reasons being 
that a Community action is more effective should be substantiated by qualitative and if 
possible argumentative arguments.  
Part of the Edinburgh Conclusions – or at least its spirit - was codified in the Appendix of the 
Amsterdam Treaty, finally also as a protocol to the TEU. (Protocol no. 2) The guidelines that 
were mentioned before were removed and it is now stated that any draft legislative act shall 
be justified on the grounds of the principle of subsidiarity and proportionality. Each draft 
should contain an explanation why an objective can be better achieved at a Union level, not 
only qualitatively but wherever possible quantitatively.  
Given the guidelines outlined in the Edinburg protocol, minority language issues require 
action from the Union. The issue has obviously transnational implications as many minority 
language groups reside in more than one country, such as the Basque minority in both Spain 
and France or the Russian minority in Estonia and Latvia. When applying the second 
criterion, one receives a rather ambiguous result. The damage to the objectives of the treaties 
is in this context limited as social and economic subjects are concerned, although it is true that 
a precarious social situation often coincidences with minority status in particular with 
language discrimination; as we can see in the newest ESS survey (Question on feeling on 
household income- in particular in Estonia and slightly elevated in Latvia as well, see Table 
7).  
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Shuibne sees the second guideline very critically as she claims that it would be illogical if the 
Member States sanction a treaty provision without considering the consequences namely an 
action by the EU in this policy field. (Shuibne, 2002, p. 176) So how could an action at Union 
level damage the interests of the Member States when it was sanctioned by the Member States 
in the treaties? I agree that the image produced by the wording of this guideline is rather 
negative. It pictures a Union that absorbs power and specifically in the field of culture, which 
is regulated by Article 167 (which specifically excludes harmonization) acting against the 
Member States. The unanimity that was required in the Treaty of Amsterdam was deleted. 
In language matters, it is crucial not to forget that language policy is very much considered as 
a domestic matter because of the link to national identity and therefore interference by the EU 
is often very badly perceived. That is why the subsidiarity principle is applicable, as damage 
to the Member State can be done.  
Shuibne is right if she comes to the conclusion that all the criteria have little to do with 
reality, as least attention is paid in fact to the actual evidence. No attempt was made to define 
the key phrases such as clear benefits leaving scope for subjectivity and interpretation. 
(Shuibne, 2004, p. 178) 
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II.3 Language in the EU-institutions  
 
II.3.A European Parliament 
The use of languages in the European Parliament is regulated by the General Rules of 
Procedures. What makes the situation so particular is the fact that in contrast to other EU 
institutions’ work, the parliament has to provide a forum of discussion that is for the most part 
public. It is also important to state that, contrary to the other institutions, the European 
Parliament is by definition a representative entity where nationalities do matter. The members 
of the parliament are in fact representing their home countries; therefore language as a part of 
national identity plays a very significant role. In addition to that it is imperative that the 
debates are mutually understandable, as the members of parliament are obliged to 
comprehend the European system fully.  
At present, every member of the parliament is allowed to speak in an official language of his 
or her choice (European Parliament, 2009). Speeches delivered in one of the official 
languages should be simultaneously interpreted into the other official languages. 
Interpretation should be provided in committees and delegations meetings if that is requested 
by any of their members.  At committee and delegation meetings away from the usual places 
of translation, translation will be guaranteed to those who have confirmed that they will attend 
the meeting. These arrangements can be made exceptionally more flexible when the members 
of the committee or delegation agree so. As aforementioned, the parliament is well aware of 
the fact that this attitude is fairly discussed because of the costs involved. The future will 
show how the enlarged European Union with 27 members will deal with this problem in the 
long-term. 
II.2.B Commission and the Council 
The two institutions are bound generally by the aforementioned Regulation 1/58. It is a well-
known fact that in reality they use English and French as well as German. “The agenda and 
the necessary working documents shall be circulated to the Members of the Commission 
within the time limit and in the working languages prescribed by the Commission […]” 
(Regulation 1/58) 
Again, the actual working language is not defined at all by regulation. In practice, in meetings 
and debates, one of the above mentioned languages is used, and the decisions, regulations etc. 
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are subsequently translated into all of the official languages. I have shown above that this 
custom has led to some judicial problems. But one has to state the subsequent translation of 
documents was not so much penalized as the omission to a regulation, in this case 1/58.  
II.2.C European Court of Justice 
As all the other institutions of the EU, the ECJ is bound by the regulation 1/58, but it has 
special rights to establish its own language provisions.  
In Article 29 of its rules of procedure, it is stated that all official languages and Irish may be 
used (European Court of Justice, without year). In general, the applicant may choose the 
language freely. In cases where the defendant is a Member State or a natural or legal person 
having the nationality of a Member State, then the language may be the official language of 
the state, and in multilingual states the applicant may choose. That leaves the possibility open 
that an applicant chooses a language that is not an official language named in Article 29, but a 
recognized minority language in the concerning state. It is remarkable that the Court may 
even allow at the request of one of the parties the use of another of the mentioned languages.  
The language of the case should be used for both oral and written pleadings and in supporting 
documents; any other documents must be translated.  
At any case, Member states are allowed to use their official language whenever they are 
intervening in a case, irrespective of the language of the case. It is the Registrar’s duty to 
cause any such statement or address to be translated into the language of the case.  
The president’s of the Court, the President’s of Chambers, Judge-Rapporteur’s, Judges’ and 
Advocate’s General opinions can be expressed in the language of their choice as long as it 
represents one of the official languages mentioned in Article 29 (1). Translation can be done 
subsequently. When a witness or expert cannot express himself properly in any of the above 
mentioned languages, the Court may authorize him or her to give evidence in another 
language. Publications of the Court shall be issued in the languages referred to by the 
Regulation 1/58 of the Council.  
Since discussions on a judgment must be held in closed session, translators are, per law, 
prohibited. Therefore the judges need to communicate in a common working language (see 
Shuibne (2002), p. 14). The most often language that is used here is French.  
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Shuibne points out that this habit may be discriminatory against judges whose expression in 
French is limited which may result in a weakness of their arguments. But she stresses here 
that even the strongest supporters of language equality have to admit at this point that a 
distinction between working and official language has its rational reasons and is absolutely 
necessary for the effectiveness of the court.  
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II.3 Implications for Translation and Interpretation 
It is very obvious that the Community, from the very beginning, had to make provisions 
concerning translation of texts and documents and interpretation of oral speech; as mentioned 
above, all legal acts shall be drafted in all official and working languages; thus neither the 
Treaty on the functioning of the EU nor the Regulation No. 1/58 give any specific information 
on how drafting in 23 languages should take place. The number of official languages has 
increased nearly six-fold over the years.  
Translation of the Treaties is an extremely difficult process that takes time and money. There 
were some research programs concerning electronic translation but they remained 
unsuccessful. Nearly 40% of the (former) EC’s administrative budget is spent on translation 
and interpretation.  
In 2003, before enlargement and with a population of 379 million, expenditure on translation 
by all the EU institutions came to 549 M€, out of the total EU budget for that year of 98 300 
M€. Translation by DGT cost 230 M€. The corresponding cost to each citizen was 1.45 € (all 
institutions) and 0.60 € (Commission only). 
After enlargement, with a population of 453 million, the cost of translation at all institutions, 
once they are operating at full speed, is estimated at 807 M€ per year including, for DGT, 320 
M€. This represents a cost to each citizen of 1.78 € and 0.70 € respectively. This is out of a 
total EU budget for 2004 of 99 806 M€ and for 2005 of 105 221 M€. 
The costs for translation include salaries, social security, overheads for infrastructure etc., 
cost of external translation and operating costs, but not the costs to the Member States of, 
among other things, the education and training of translators or the translation of the acquis. 
Before the 2004 enlargement, translation in all institutions accounted for about 0.55% of the 
total budget of the EU and about 9% of the administrative expenditure in the EU. After the 
2004 enlargement, the proportion of the total EU budget accounted for by translation is 
estimated to be around 0.8%, and it comes to around 13% of the administrative expenditure of 
the EU institutions (operating at full speed). 
Memo 05/10, 30.01.05, p.5 
Another problem is that the interpretation of legislative texts has serious implications on the 
application in the nation states. For that reason the European database Interactive 
Terminology for Europe-IATE was developed that should ensure that certain terms are 
translated correctly and which is administered by the Translation Centre for the Bodies of the 
EU. 
8
 In 2004, the subject of translation was added to a Commissioner’s portfolio as the 
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 http://iate.europa.eu 
 38 
 
Directorate General Translation and is currently in the hands of the Latvian Director General 
Rytis Martikonis. 
9
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 http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/whoweare/director/index_en.htm 
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III. Minority Language Policy of the EU 
The Minority Language of the EU is analysed here with special emphasis on institutions and 
their different approaches on this specific issue; and as we will see, there are vast differences 
in intensity.  
III.1. European Parliament  
The European Parliament can be seen as a motor for the evolvement in minority issues and 
especially in language issues. Since 1979, the first time it was elected directly, it has launched 
several resolutions that had different impacts in this field of policy. As the resolutions are 
legally not binding, they were rather easily accepted by the delegates and exist in great 
number. The most important feature of these resolutions is that they do not require certain 
concrete actions but rather suggest approaches to deal with minority issues. (See Vizi, 2003, 
p. 55)   
III.1.A Resolution of the European Parliament of 16 October 1981 on a Community 
charter of regional languages and cultures and a Charter of rights of ethnic minorities  
Arfé-Resolution, OJ C 287, 9.11.1981, see Shuibne, 2002, Annex.  
Named after Mr Arfé, who was appointed as rapporteur by the Parliamentary Committee on 
Youth, Education, Information and Sport in December 1979, with the instructions to write a 
report on the feasibility of a Community Charter on regional languages and cultures, this 
Resolution can be seen as an answer to the question where minority cultures and diversity 
would fit in a united Europe working together closely as integration has been deepened over 
the years. The preamble refers to the revival of the regional languages and culture at these 
days; at the same time stressing that all government have in principle acknowledged the rights 
of minorities, but only most of them have enshrined these rights in special legislations. 
Claiming the minority rights are in fact diversifying and enriching the cultural heritage, the 
Parliament rejects the idea that cultural differences are an obstacle to the aims of the EU, 
autonomy helps to increase intercommunication and by that stays in line with the four 
freedoms and the economic basis of the Union. The preamble takes also account of the 
numerous declarations of principles made by the Council or Europe and the UN in this 
context and following modern trends stating that cultural identity makes out one of the most 
important non-material needs. Missing are links to actual treaty provisions and deriving 
community’s competences in the field of culture, as Shuibne points out. (Shuibne, 2002, p. 
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63) In this resolution, the term regional language is used whereas in the future minority 
languages and finally in the regional and minority languages are concerned. This is 
particularly interesting, as none of these documents makes an attempt to introduce in this 
context a legally not binding definition; nor is any reference to existing definitions in 
international documents being made (see Chapter 1.)  
The resolution touches three areas of life where minorities are concerned; these are (1) 
education, (2) mass communication and (3) public life and social affairs. Concerning 
education, the Parliament stresses that not only teaching of the regional languages and 
cultures should be promoted, but also that courses from the nursery school on to the university 
level should be conducted in regional languages, in order to ensure that children speak in their 
mother tongue. Additionally, courses should be held on the literature and culture of the 
communities. Secondly, access to local radio and television should not only be allowed, but 
also supported; minority groups should receive organisational and financial assistance for 
their cultural events, compared to that obtained by the majorities’ groups. Thirdly, the local 
authorities should get more responsibilities on these issues. The Parliament demands that the 
cooperation on this topic between the different levels of authorities shall be promoted.  
Finally, the community’s institutions are envisaged, which are given the role of a coordinator, 
whereas the national authorities are viewed in a far more active role. Shuibne calls this “an 
early flavour of subsidiarity”. (Ibd. p.64) At the end, it calls on the Commission to review all 
Community legislation or practices which can be discriminative against minority language. 
The actual impact of this resolution was indeed rather small, as it represents only a 
declaratory document confirming at least a desire to enhance further actions. One of the most 
important acts that followed this resolution six months later was the foundation of the 
EBLUL, financed by the funds of the community and several governments.  
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III.1.B Resolution of the European Parliament of 11 February 1983 on measures in favour 
of minority languages and cultures 
Arfé-Resolution 2 (1983) (OJ C 68, 14.3.1983), see Shuibne, 2002, Annex. 
The second Arfé-Resolution is far shorter and issues the urgency to act on this field of policy 
reminding of the first Resolution and intensifying some earlier made demands such as Article 
1, where this time the Commission is being asked to review not only the Community’s but 
also national legislation on minority languages. In addition to that, the Commission is asked at 
this point to develop appropriate Community instruments to end discrimination; this was 
particularly problematic, as no treaty provisions or legal competence to introduce such 
measures and to act on this subject 2 was presented neither in Arfé 1 nor Arfé 2.  
The Commission is asked to report to the parliament on the actions undertaken both to end 
discrimination and to enforce folk and regional culture; according to Shuibne this never 
happened. (Shuibne 2004, p. 67) 
III.1.C Resolution of the European Parliament of 30 October 1987 on the languages and 
cultures of regional and ethnic minorities in the European Community  
 
Kuijpers-Resolution (1987) (OJ C 318, 30.11.1987), see Shuibne, 2002, Annex. 
 
In its preamble, numerous motions of resolutions are mentioned; that shows that during the 
years the Parliament has not stood still concerning minority language rights, but rather has 
deepened its interest in this field. This resolution is named after the Belgian Member of 
Parliament, Willy Kujpers (Runggaldier&Warasin 2002). The Parliaments emphasises its 
regret that the Commission has not yet put any proposals to implement the two Arfè-
Resolutions; special concern is expressed about the obstacles to the full development of the 
specific cultural and social identities among the minorities and discrimination against 
members of these communities. The importance of the basic documents concerning the rights 
of minorities by the UN and the Council of Europe was reiterated in the preamble. The efforts 
by the Council of Europe to draft a European Charter of regional and minority languages at 
this time were strongly supported by the European Parliament. 
10
 
At the beginning, the need for special provisions, such as the recognition of minority and 
regional languages in national legislation, is pointed out; in the opinion of Shuibne, the 
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 The Charter was finally adopted in 1992. A good overview  on the activities of the Council of Europe in 
comparison to the activities of the OSCE and EU is provided by Toggenburg, G &Rautz, G (2010). 
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phraseology used by the EP is rather careful as no direct demands are made. (Shuibne, 2004, 
p. 69) States, whose constitutions already include general principles on the protection of 
minorities, are called to implement these by making timely provisions in organic law. Once 
again, it has to be emphasised that the EP does not refer to any treaty provision or any 
European legislation, thus ignoring the principle of non-interference in domestic affairs by 
demanding from the Member States special legislative provisions on minorities.  
The rest of the article concern education (article 5), administrative and legal measures (6), 
mass media (7) and culture (8) and finally no. 9 dealing with social and economic measures.  
Interestingly, the Kuijpers-Resolution does not only express principal guidelines as the two 
preceding ones but demand very practical actions such as the call for the allowance to use a 
minority language in the first instance on the level of local governance in areas where 
minority groups do exist. There is no further demand that on the highest administrative level 
the use of a minority language should also be allowed in centralized state authorities. Rather 
practical is also the provisions concerning the recognition of surnames and names of the 
places in a regional and minority language. Article 7 deals with the access to local, regional 
and central public and commercial broadcasting systems in minority and regional languages; 
the EP calls for the member states to take measures in this direction. Additionally, the 
minority groups should obtain organisational and financial support in addition to the latest 
technology for their programs.  
Concerning the cultural activities of minority groups, the nation-states should ensure that 
these groups are able to participate directly in cultural facilities and activities. It should also 
be granted that subtitles and dubbing are developed in these languages.  
Also very practical is the instruction how to ensure with social and economic measures the 
inclusion of minorities. The resolution suggests that the Member states should ensure the use 
of minority languages in the context of public affairs such as postal services, the recognition 
of the use of regional and minority languages in the payment sector (giro-cheques, etc.), the 
use of these languages in street names and in the field of consumer protection. What is 
particularly outstanding is that a lot of these provisions deal with services that lie beyond the 
border of state power as the privatisation of postal services, banking etc.  
The other provisions are addressed to the Commission which is supposed to consider the 
impact on culture and language matters of all legislative initiatives, as it was stressed before. 
The support for EBLUL should not be lessened and adequate budgetary resources should be 
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ensured. Imaginably as an answer to the reservations of Member States, it is stated at the end 
that the recommendations of these resolution must not be perceived as a threat to the 
territorial integrity of the nation states.  
Significantly, Article 16 states that non-permanent-community-citizens, though sharing a lot 
of disadvantages as speakers of lesser used languages, are not concerned by these 
recommendations and deserve separate treatment.  
One of the most important consequences of this resolution was that in 1983 one million ECU 
was dedicated to minority language issues. (Vizi, 2003, p. 56) (See Budget Implications) 
III.1.D Resolution of the European Parliament of 9 February 1994 on the linguistic and 
cultural minorities in the European Community   
Killilea-Report (OJ C 61, 28.2.1994, p. 110) cited in Shuibne, 2002, Annex. 
Somehow as a prelude to the TEU, the Parliament’s Committee on Culture, Youth, Education 
and the Media, commissioned the Irish MEP Mark Killilea to elaborate a study on minority 
languages. He set out three reasons to explain the necessity of another study on lesser used 
languages, as Shuibne describes. (Shuibne, 2004, p. 264f) First of all, he mentions the 
resurgence of smaller nations in central and Eastern Europe. Secondly, he refers to the new 
TEU and the new Community-competence on cultural affairs that emerges from it (see Article 
167 TFEU/ex Article 151 TEU) and thirdly, the adoption of the Charter for Regional and 
Minority Languages by the Council of Europe. A questionnaire was sent out to political 
authorities on all levels, research institutes and language associations in the aftermath of the 
Kuijpers-Resolution; the responses to that made out an important part of the new report that 
was adopted in February 1994.  
The preamble makes reference to the Arfé- and the Kuijpers Resolutions and the activities of 
the Council of Europe and the OSCE in this particular field. What is found particularly eye-
catching is that the EP lays out repeatedly the allocation of responsibility to the Community 
and the Member States. The Killilea-Resolution makes the impression of trying to convince 
its readers of the importance of minority language issues.  
[w]hereas many lesser used languages are endangered, with a rapid drop in the number of 
speakers, and whereas this threatens the well-being of specific population groups and greatly 
diminishes Europe’s creative potential as a whole. 
Killilea-Resolution, Preamble 
 44 
 
Demanding the full implementation of the other three resolutions at the beginning, the EP 
continues by asking the Member States to recognise their linguistic minorities and to make 
legal provisions in order to ensure the preservation and the development of these languages. 
In addition to that, the EP believes, all minority languages and cultures should be protected by 
appropriate legal status in the Member States. The term “believe” is rather weak and stands in 
contrast to other demands made at this point and in other resolutions e.g. the call to the 
Member States “as a matter of urgency” to sign and ratify the European Charter for Regional 
and Minority Languages. The support and encouragement for the EBLUL and its National 
Commissions should also be strengthened. It calls for more regional trans-frontier cooperation 
in form of linguistic institutions for any minority languages and cultures existing in 
neighbouring countries.  
The Commission is asked to provide support to the communities of lesser used languages in 
order to ensure that the programmes in their languages meet the highest technical standards.  
At the same time, the Commission is called to take account of the lesser used languages and 
their attendant cultures and the need of both the majority and minority languages, especially 
in all educational and cultural programmes. The Commission is asked to provide support to 
the communities of lesser used languages in order to ensure that the programmes in their 
languages meet the highest technical standards.  
The translation and the publication of treaties and other provisions and basic information in 
lesser used languages should also be enforced. Shuibne expresses a few doubts about the 
practicality of this provision, especially concerning “the basic information”. Who is to decide 
what basic information is? I may add a few more questions: Which minority languages are 
chosen? Why this language and not another?  Should the smallest or the largest minority 
languages be chosen? Where should they be distributed? Where is the limit concerning the 
amount of languages? And most important of all, can the EU afford this?  
Outstanding in this resolution is that for the first time actual examples (Roma and Sinti 
languages and Yiddish) are mentioned in the context of non-territorial languages.  
III.1.E Resolution of the European Parliament of 13 December 2001 on regional and 
lesser-used European languages  
(OJ C 177 E, 25.7.2002, p. 334) (European Year of Languages) 
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In this resolution, the demands that were made earlier were verbalized again; this document 
rather puts the emphasis on the language learning dimension in this issue. (The EP reviews 
also the outcome of the European Year of Languages that took place in 2001. The value and 
the dignity of every language spoken in the EU is highlighted in the preamble whereas the 
importance of life long learning of languages is stressed. The initial aim of the European Year 
of Languages was to raise awareness of the linguistic richness in the EU and to stimulate 
people of all ages, education and social background to enjoy this diversity by learning 
languages. It takes reference to the Charter of Fundamental Rights too, especially to Article 
22 that demands the EU respect cultural, religious and linguistic diversity. 
The European Commission has agreed to look into the possibility of presenting a draft 
programme aiming at the promotion of linguistic diversity - this sentence is very vaguely 
formulated, indicating that the outcome of this intention is rather contingent. Much later in 
2005, the Commission released a Communication from the Commission to the Council, the 
European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of 
the Region- A New Framework Strategy for Multilingualism. That paper represented the first 
Commission communication to explore this policy field, as it is stated at the beginning.  
Returning to the initial resolution, at this point the Commission is asked to submit a detailed 
report on the European Year of languages with detailed results and outcome and most 
importantly to propose measures to encourage life-long learning and promoting linguistic 
diversity. The EP demands also that with reference to the upcoming enlargement in 2004 that 
the Commission and the Council should demand from the candidate member stated to respect 
regional and minority languages and to respect Article 22 of the Charter and to include the 
topic of minority languages also in the Annual Reports on Progress towards Accession. The 
Commission is asked to establish a multiannual programme on languages on the basis of the 
results of the European Year of Languages, including also funding for regional and lesser-
used languages. The EP itself has voted one million Euros on the promotion and the 
safeguarding of RML in the 2002 budget; the Commission is asked to control whether it is put 
to good use and more importantly, find a way to ensure continued funding in favour of 
regional and lesser-used languages. 
Finally, the Member States that have not done so, are asked to sign and ratify the European 
Charter on Regional and Minority Languages. 
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II.1.F European Parliament resolution with recommendations to the Commission on 
European regional and lesser-used languages – the languages of minorities in the EU – in 
the context of enlargement and cultural diversity (4 September 2003) 
Ebner-Resolution OJ C 076 E, 25.03.2004 p. 374 – 381. 
The last resolution on this topic by the EP deals with minority-languages specifically in the 
context of enlargement; it includes a recommendation to European Commission on this 
special topic. It states at the very beginning that there are no legal provisions at the EU-level 
relating to RML although there were at that moment already 4 million EU-citizens who speak 
such a language, mostly in addition to an official language of the EU. It also considers that 
with enlargement of the EU, this number would certainly increase. 
As already mentioned in this text, it takes reference to the definition of the European Charter 
for Regional and Minority Languages, leaving regional dialects and the languages of 
immigrants aside. Crucial is that the Charter speaks of nationals; this provision is particularly 
interesting as before the enlargement 2004, when analysing the situation of the Russian 
minority in Estonia and Latvia these communities are referred to as “minorities; whereas by 
definition of the European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages, these Russian 
communities are not national minorities because of the simple fact that a large proportion of 
these ethnic Russians are stateless and do not posses citizenship (see Chapter IV). 
Outstanding is the fact that the Resolution demands the establishment of a definition of 
minorities a demand that has not been answered yet. 
The European Parliament makes a very concrete recommendation in the resolution’s annex; 
for instance it proposes the establishment of a special European Agency on Linguistic 
Diversity and Language Learning or a Programme for linguistic diversity (to include regional 
and minority languages) and language learning. Whereas the scope of this resolution remains 
as usual limited, the recommendations concerning enlargement were implemented partially 
(See Chapter IV).  
Outstanding is, according to Bultrini, 2003, (p.386), also the fact that it takes reference to the 
European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages and the Framework Convention for 
the Protection of National Minorities and urges the institutions to cooperate with the Council 
of Europe. It can be understood as an upgrading of the Council of Europe in the perception of 
the EU. 
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III.1.G Conclusion 
In addition to the aforementioned documents, the EP released a few more resolutions which 
concern mostly special minorities (i.e. the situation of Catalan). As they have little influence 
on the general policy, they are not taken into account in this thesis.
11
 
Worth mentioning is though the Resolution on discrimination against the Roma, OJ 1995, 
C249, p. 156, that shows the beginning of the Parliament’s interest in the Roma issue. It calls 
for the Commission to deepen its efforts to help the Roma people to integrate in the respective 
societies. It decides also to commission a report on the Situation of Roma and demands from 
the European institutions in general to work together to combat discrimination. 
Reference to RMLS was made in a number of other resolutions that are not associated with 
this topic in the first place. These concerned issues such as regional policy, the film and 
television industry, cultural action, the promotion of books and reading, education and the 
creation of a European Rural Charter (European Commission, 2002 (a) p. 29). In 1983, the EP 
established an Intergroup for Traditional Minorities, National Communities and Languages of 
the European Parliament that is now under the chairmanship of Kinga Gál, representing 
Hungary in the EP.   
One basic problem that remains consistent is that all these resolutions lack really innovative 
ideas and more concrete proposals on this object. What is particularly missing is the link to 
organisations that represent minority interests. There are several states in Europe that have 
elaborated systems that ensure fruitful inclusion of minorities in the different spheres of 
public life. Taking them as an example and elaborating new models of cooperation would 
have led to more support also among the minority organisations. Many affected people do not 
even know that the EP is dealing with minority language issues, as Shuibne proves by taking 
the Bretons in France as an example. (Shuibne, 2004, p. 66) 
One basic feature of the minority language of the EP is that, besides from funding projects 
and coordination from research, and of course EBLUL, not much resulted. The main reason 
for that lies in the simple fact that there was no community-competence, at least not until 
Article 167 of the TFEU. Before that, the Member States were not really keen to share 
competence in the field of culture and resign from power in this field.  
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 There was e.g. a Resolution on the situation of human rights and indigenous minorities in Argentina, OJ 1997, 
C 115, p. 171 or Resolution on the protection of minority rights and human rights in Romania or the Resolution 
on languages in the Community and the situation of Catalan (OJ 1991 C 19 p. 42) 
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III.2 European Commission 
III.2. A Budget Implications 
There are several headings that can be allocated in the field of minority languages, for the 
year 2010 this was Article 15 04 09 01 under the title no. 15 Education and Culture— 
Completion of previous programmes/actions in the field of culture and language with a 
commitment of around € 300 000 and a payment of three million Euros; the figures for 2011 
and 2011 are put under p.m.
12
 (European Union, 2011, p. 598). This heading is to cover the 
completion of measures supported before 2007 under the following budget headings: 
European Bureau for Lesser-Used Languages, and Mercator, and subsidies for European 
interest organisations. As in 2010 EBLUL was closed and no commitments are marked in the 
budget neither for 2012 nor 2011.  
Article 15 02 22 — Lifelong learning programme-including multilingualism could also be 
allocated in this policy area. In the year 2010, around more than a thousand million Euros was 
spent (European Union, 2011, p. 598); if we take a closer look at these expenditures, we can 
see that none of the types of projects presented in the draft budget funding deal with 
multilingualism in the first place, as they concern programmes such as Erasmus (education 
and advanced training activities solely at higher education level), Comenius (general 
education activities concerning schools up to and including the upper-secondary level), 
Leonardo da Vinci (vocational education and training) and Jean-Monnet (projects offering 
education on European Integration, grants, etc.) and finally a cross-cutting-programme that 
includes all the policy areas that fall outside the specific areas. (European Union, 2011, p. 
592) Aside from communication and information technologies, and related activities, special 
emphasis is here also placed on language learning and providing better dissemination service.  
The programme for culture for the years 2007-1013 that could be erroneously associated with 
language issues does not include (minority) language issues in its programme. (Directorate-
General for Education and Culture, 2010, p.8) 
For twenty years, there has been a heading especially dedicated to support regional and 
minority languages (heading B31000; former: B3-1006), each year separately introduced. 
(Vizi, 2003, p. 58) This heading has now disappeared. For the year 2001 the total amount was 
2.5 million Euros. There have been efforts to introduce a special provision that would be valid 
                                                          
12
 P.m. (pro memoria) in financial statements means that the heading is kept “to remember” but actually there are 
currently no real expenses or revenues for that certain timeframe. 
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every year, but they, apparently, have not been fruitful. As the budget line was suppressed in 
2001 by a judgement of the ECJ delivered in the year 1998 (C-106/ 96) (European 
Commission, 2002 (a) p. 32). On the use of the budget, the European Commission explains:  
The modest budgetary provision was used to subsidise a wide range of projects as well as 
support the EBLUL. … In the early years, education was the area that most benefited from 
subsidies. Other domains included media, cultural events, the production of dictionaries, 
grammars and related reference works, public administration and youth activities. Awareness 
also grew of other European programmes, especially those in the domains of education and 
culture, and even of non-language-related programmes from which groups of RML-speakers 
could benefit.   
European Commission 2002 (a), p. 5 
Other entities that are financed by the European Union is the Fundamental Rights Agency, 
situated in Vienna which is concerned with providing assistance and expertise on fundamental 
rights for both member states and EU-institutions. It works not only in the field of research, 
but simultaneously tries to build a network between EU-, governmental and nongovernmental 
institutions.
13
 In addition to that, the Agency produces a range of publications, also on 
minority issues such as MIDIS and several other studies. 
14
  
Euromosaic, a comprehensive study on the situation of RML, was carried out four times, in 
1992, 1996, 2004 and 2009, including the new member states as well. As a first step, it tries to 
find the social and institutional variables that influence the use of language that were found to 
be family, education and community. As a second step, the study examines the different 
conditions of regional and minority languages. 
15
 The results of the first and second wave of 
the survey were published in 1996; more recent results are available only as a comparative 
summary. 
III.2.B. European Bureau of Lesser Used Languages-EBLUL 
Until its official closure in 2010, EBLUL had its headquarters in Brussels and an office in 
Dublin acting as an Info-Point. The notion“lesser used language” was used to avoid negative 
connotations of minority terminology and deals therefor with languages that differs from the 
dominant language of a nation and is spoken and/or written within a certain territory, by a 
smaller group of persons (Shuibne, 2002, p. 49). It was established in 1982 as a reaction to the 
Arfé-Resolution. It was based on a member state committees’ network consisting of all 
                                                          
13
 http://fra.europa.eu/fraWebsite/about_fra/about_fra_en.htm 
14
 They do not cover discrimination based on language, a list of relevant publications on minority discrimination 
though can be found in the bibliography. 
15
 The study will be further examined in the context of the enlargement 2004 (Chapter IV) 
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member states.
16
 The committees represent each the regional and minority language 
communities from their respective member states. (Interarts Foudnation, 2004, p. 41) They 
consisted either of members of NGOs, state authorities, specialists such as journalists or 
scientists which met up to three times a year to decide on the general policy of EBLUL and in 
addition to that to discuss the forthcoming activities. Every three years these delegates elected 
the six members of the Board of Directors and the Director himself/herself that embodied the 
highest decision-making body of EBLUL.  
The EC, acting by the Directorate General Education and Culture, as the main sponsor of 
EBLUL, contributed to the decision making process and approved the work plan on an annual 
basis.  
According to the homepage its main goal was to represent the interest of all lesser-used, 
regional and minority languages.
 17
 In addition to the aforementioned goal, it acted in order to 
link and connect communities that represent these communities on all levels of governance. 
Additionally, EBLUL also aimed to provide information on the situation and politics on this 
subject throughout Europe by the means of publications, seminars and presentations. It also 
acted as an intermediary by helping the communities with dealing with EU entities. 
The EBLUL office in Dublin was finally closed in 2010; though there existed earlier some 
financial troubles leading to a closure of the office in the headquarters in Brussels in 2004 
(Trenz 2007, p. 173; Mayr 2004). This happened officially due to financial reasons, although 
other reasons were suggested by Mayr: As EBLUL was very supporting the Basque 
movement in Spain and the Macedonians in Greece, the reaction of these member states was 
depreciative towards EBLUL. EBLUL used to be an independent non-governmental 
organisation, operating as representative of the language communities in dealing with 
international entities and the European institutions, and also as a facilitator between the 
different groups. (Interarts Foundation, 2004, p. i)  
A report, drawn up by the Interarts Foundation detects problems between EBLUL and 
Mercator, a network that was established in 1987 (as a reaction to the Kuijpers Resolution as 
it will be discussed further below). The activities undertaken by the two entities overlapped 
according to this report as the principal guidelines of their mission such as a considerate 
coordination between the entities was lacking. Initially, Mercator Network provided the 
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 http://eblul.eurolang.net/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=14&Itemid=33 
17
 http://eblul.eurolang.net/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=14&Itemid=33 
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scientific groundwork for practical activities of the EBLUL such as project financing (ibd. pp. 
128ff).  
Concerning individual project financing by the European Union that has been stopped in 
2000, it is criticised that lessons were not learnt when new calls for projects were launched. It 
is stated that it seems that where collaboration with the local authorities was missing, most of 
the projects lacked sustainability in general. This point directly refers to the Arfé-Resolution 
that emphasises the meaning of local authorities in this subject. All in all, EBLUL gave the 
authors of the Interarts-Report the impression of trying to do too many things at once. A main 
reason for this is seen in the diverging goals of the Board of Director’s and the European 
Commission. Internal changes such as staff turnover and the management of this represented 
a main activity of the Bureau. 
Other than that, the study sees an opportunity for EBLUL to play a more active role in “to 
play in the aggregation of interests, the support to networks, the involvement of new 
audiences and the outreach to mainstream organisations relevant to linguistic diversity.” (Ibd. 
p. 130) 
EBLUL has launched three declarations: the Charleroi-Declaration (13th October 200), the 
Palma-Declaration (9th February 2002) and the Ljouwert-Declaration (15th June 2002). The 
two first ones take special reference to the Article 22 of the Nice Fundamental Charter, and 
emphasise that it should be also integrated in the new charter. EBLUL demanded especially 
that at all levels of government and at all stages of policy making minority language issues are 
to be considered (Warasin, 2002, p. 59). As we see, only the last suggestion was taken into 
account and it leaves the question open on how much influence the EBLUL actually had. The 
latter resolution suggested namely:  
1. to introduce a specific article on linguistic diversity building on Art. 22 of the European 
Charter of Fundamental Rights; 
2. to include expressly in Article 13 EC on Non-discrimination the ground of “language” as 
well as a paragraph on positive discrimination; 
3. to change from unanimity to qualified majority voting by the Council of Ministers in Art. 
151 
Warasin, 2002, p. 59 
Financially, EBLUL was dependent on the EC (77%) and some member states (regional and 
national governments) made their contribution (often project specific) in addition to some 
private organisations. (Interarts Foundation 2004, p. 42) According to the authors of the 
study, with the accession of 10 new member states in 2004, the financial situation of EBLUL 
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may have become even a little more problematic (concerning expenditures for travel, 
conferences and general expense allowances). As officially stated by the EU, the financial 
problems led to the closure of the bureau in Brussels; the lack of financial support also caused 
the reorientation of the office in Dublin into an Info-Point that is now finally fully financed by 
the Irish Government. (Interarts Foundation 2004, p.44) 
III.2.C MERCATOR  
The MERCATOR-Network was founded in 1987 as the interest in RML-related issues was 
growing and the need for exchange and cooperation on European level between then interest 
groups came up (Interarts Foundation 2004, p.62ff).  
This network consists of five partners 
18
: 
 Mercator European Research Centre on Multilingualism and Language Learning as a 
part of the Fryske Akademy in Ljouwert/ Leeuwarden located in the Netherlands (lead 
partner) 
 Mercator Legislation/ Centre Internacional Escarré per a les Minories Ètniques i les 
Nacions (CIEMEN) in Barcelona (Spain) 
 Mercator Media/ Aberystwyth University in Wales, UK 
 Research Institute for Linguistics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences in Budapest, 
Hungary 
 Centre for Finnish Studies at the Mälardalen University, Eskilstuna/Västerås, Sweden 
The Mercator-Network was set up to contribute to improving the language vitality - this goal 
is achieved by exchange and circulation of information on RML and cultures. This includes 
also the analysis of the aspect of visibility of a RML and the preoccupation with cultural, 
economic and social opportunities to use such a language. It is very keen to improve 
communication among policy-makers, professionals that are concerned with language 
planning and teachers during special conferences, face-to-face meetings but also through a 
database of organisations and a database on experts. It tries to provide consistent information 
both for majority-language-speakers and to the RML-speakers. In addition to all that Mercator 
also aims to encourage cooperation and networking between firstly institutions and 
organisations, secondly universities and thirdly local, regional and national authorities 
(Interarts Foundation 2004, p. 62). 
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 See under http://www.mercator-network.eu/about/  
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While in the past Mercator has received funding from the Commission on an annual basis, 
nowadays it is delivered for three years under the heading of Lifelong-learning – Programme, 
as it is stated on its homepage.
19
 Because it is a three years budget, expenditures concerning 
Mercator are listed under Article 15 04 09 01 under the title no. 15 Education and Culture— 
Completion of previous programmes/actions in the field of culture and language (European 
Union, 2011, p. 598). This sum used to cover up 70% of the Network’s expenses, as the 
Interarts Foundation explains in its report and information on how this looks like today can 
only be assumed. To the original three institutions two more were added, namely the Research 
Institute for Linguistics in Budapest and the Centre for Finnish Studies in Sweden. 
The Research Institute for Linguistics in Budapest has been founded in 1979 and has dealt 
primarily with both Hungarian and Uralic linguistics and phonetics especially, and also the 
preparation of a comprehensive dictionary of the Hungarian language especially. 
20
 It has 
refocused in the past 20 years and thus in 2008 a Research Centre for Multilingualism was 
founded. Now the main focus of its activities can be described in four main points: 
comparative sociolinguistic research on linguistic minorities; sign language and the problems 
of hearing impaired communities, the Roma population with special focus on those living in 
the region and finally, since the enlargement 2004, the Centre took special interest in the EU 
and the questions on how the enlargement influences the use of RMLs and how the relation 
between citizenship, nation and language can be described. The latter activity is carried out in 
terms of cooperation in networks such as Mercator others interregional forms of networks.  
The Centre for Finnish Studies at the University of Mälardanen in Sweden, a higher 
educations and research centre, was established in 2003. 
21
It informs about the linguistic, 
cultural, social and political conditions that shape the status of Finnish in Sweden and puts in 
context other linguistic minority groups. The Centre is also concerned with language 
instruction for teachers and information about the Finnish culture in Sweden. In order to 
achieve its goal to improve both the national and international networking, it organises 
conferences and workshops and works closely together with policy makers and institutions in 
the Nordic states and Finland where a large Swedish speaking minority exists. 
Mercator European Research Centre on Multilingualism and Language Learning, formerly 
Mercator Education, is located at the Fryske Akademy in the Netherlands. The institution’s 
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 http://www.mercator-network.eu/about/ 
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 http://www.mercator-network.eu/network-members/research-institute-linguistics/ 
21
 http://www.mercator-network.eu/network-members/centre-for-finnish-studies/ 
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focal point is social science, history and linguistics in Friesland. (Interarts Foundation 2004, 
p. 64-72) By that it promotes the Frisian language, culture and history. The Mercator 
Education Centre is integrated in the Department of Social Sciences and works primarily on 
these fields: publication of regional dossiers on RMLs in the EU, the establishment of school 
networks which bring together tri-and bilingual schools, and the development and updating of 
the aforementioned databases and the development of its homepage. Up until 2001, when the 
EU was still funding individual projects, research was conducted jointly with some private 
smaller institutions in the field of European languages.  
The main source of income - even if consistently small - comes from the European 
Commission; Mercator Education therefore relies very much on other incomes revenues such 
as from the Fryske Akademy and research contracts (Interarts Foundation 2004, p. 65). In the 
phase 1999-2000, around 75% of the annual budget (€ 60000) is spent on staff expenditures, € 
9000 on information and dissemination, and no expenses in the area of seminars and 
conferences. Staff costs were reduced enormously in 2000-2001, only € 40000 of the € 
100000 were spent under this heading. The high amount of general expenditures, estimated 
€2800, increased up to € 25000, which is easily explained by the costs for the new homepage 
that aimed to increase the small number of visitors. The Interarts Foundations takes up this 
issue stating that the Centre should increase its visibility and create a more user friendly 
homepage, as the new one is quite confusing and only monolingual (ibd. p.67). Coordination 
with EBLUL and the other Mercator-Centres should be improved (ibd. p. 72). 
Mercator Legislation is located at the Centre International Escarré per a les Minories Ètniques 
i les Nacions (International Escarré Centre for Ethnic Minorities and Nations, (CIEMEN) in 
Barcelona, Spain. It has been set up in this nongovernmental organisation since the 
establishment of the Mercator-Network after the Kuijpers-Resolution in 1987. This part of 
Mercator put its focus on linguistic legislation and the use of minority languages in 
administration. The field of activities can be narrowed down to three main points: research, 
dissemination (by the means of a database on linguistic legislation) and international 
relations, not only within the scope of the MERCATOR Network and EBLUL, but also 
consultations with non-governmental organisations and academic research institutions. The 
Interarts Foundation diagnoses at this point again, as we have already seen at the other parts 
of the MERCATOR networks, little visibility. This is quite partly explained by the regional 
focus of CIEMEN on Catalonia, where it is indeed quite well known, but due to financial 
troubles, dissemination has faced even more problems. In addition to that, Mercator 
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Legislation failed to cooperate with EBLUL in the context of a prestigious work-program in 
2002-03 that could have been a possibility to raise its international visibility. Also 
problematic is the Centre’s approach to the new member states as it faces difficulties with 
translation.  
Finally, Mercator Media, integrated at the Mercator Research Institute for Media, Languages 
and Culture, is located at the Department of Film, Theatre and Television Studies at the 
University of Aberystwyth, Wales, UK. (Interarts Foundation, 85-99) Compared to the other 
parts of the network, Mercator cannot make use of established research institutions; it is 
located in a strictly academic environment - and therefor lacks visibility even more than the 
other parts of the network. The Interarts-Foundation criticizes that the homepage has faced 
some difficulties, at the moment (January 7
th
 2012) it is not working either. Its initial tasks are 
rather academic, as it is in the first place research on media in the context of RML and 
secondly dissemination of information on this topic via a database, homepage and publication. 
Networking with other institutions by the means of conferences and projects take up quite a 
lot of time; it was not initially in the Mercator’s area of interest. The EU has gradually 
decreased its financial contribution to Mercator Media, making support from the University of 
Aberystwyth absolutely necessary, making out a third of the total incomes. In fact, the 
University has established a whole institute dedicated to the language diversity, hosting a 
number of projects and network, integrating Mercator to its structure, which should make 
interaction, exchange and mutual cooperation much easier. However, the contact with RML-
organisation and experts even within the regional scope lacked consistency and regularity, 
hindering the Mercator Media to become an important actor in this field. (Interarts 
Foundation, 2004, p. 97) In the author’s opinion, out of all the three institutions that existed at 
that time, the Interarts Foundation criticizes the latter institution most severely.  
In general, it strongly recommends 
… therefore, a new dissemination and publicity strategy for all three Mercators .., [It] should 
ideally include a coherent visual presence on the internet, marketing of its newsletters, 
presence on other websites, and a general campaign to improve its profile and external 
knowledge.    
Interarts Foundtation 2004, p.94 
 
In my opinion, it is only a question of time until the initial three Mercator centres must 
become more and more independent from the funds of the EU, implying that maybe some of 
them have to be relocated or closed down. That two more already established institutions have 
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added to the system only proves that the EU is looking for new ways to promote research on 
this field as the old ones have shown not to be the utmost effective.  
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IV. Minority language issues and the Enlargement 2004-2009  
IV.1. Minority language situation in the new member states  
In the 12 new member states that entered the EU in 2004 and 2007, there are four groups of 
different minority languages, Indo-European, Uralic, Turkic and Semitic (European 
Commission, without year, (b) p. 1). The vast majority of languages (75%) has an Indo-
European origin: practically all Slavonic languages, Germanic languages (German, Yiddish), 
Baltic languages such as Lithuanian and Latvian, Armenian, Greek and Romance languages 
(Romanian and Italian) and Romani, that combines all different Romani-dialects that are 
spoken by the Roma. Uralic languages are represented by Estonian, Finish and Hungarian and 
Livian that counted in the 70s 150 speakers and must be by now nearly extinct (Haarmann, 
1975, 416). Turkic languages that are spoken in the new EU 12 are Turkish, Tatar and 
Karaim, a language spoken in Lithuania and Ukraine, (European Commission, without year 
(b), p. 1, Haarmann, 1975, 413).  
There are approximately 90 different minority groups in the area of the new member states, 
the largest one representing ethnic Russians- namely 1.2 million people in the Baltics 
(Estonian, Lithuania and Latvia) (European Commission, without year (b), p.2).  
I chose to emphasise on the Russian minority in Latvia and Estonia and the Roma minority. 
Despite a common belief, the Roma are not the largest minority in Europe, according to the 
UNDP there are more Russians living in Europe-outside Russia- than Roma, if we agree to 
the - highly debated- definition of Europe as expanding from the Ural to the Atlantic (UNDP, 
2006, p. 11). Besides the demographic dimensions, I chose these two groups because of their 
high degree of isolation within the society they live in and the degree of discrimination they 
suffer from. The MIDIS survey shows that 47% the interviewed Roma said that they were 
discriminated against (at least on one of the grounds examined in this survey-linguistic 
discrimination was not subject of this survey) (European Agency for Fundamental Rights, 
2009 (a), p. 36). That makes them the most discriminated minority followed directly by the 
sub-Saharan Africans and then on 6
th
 place, the Russians. Concerning discrimination based on 
the grounds of language, table 3 taken from the ESS in this thesis shows that 4% of the 
Estonian and 6% of the Latvian interviewees feel discriminated against on the basis of this 
feature. 
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IV.1.A Roma minority  
The Roma minority has been living in Europe for centuries and makes out an estimated 
number between 6.8 and 8.7 million people, two third of them residing in Central and Eastern 
Europe (CEE) and the Balkans (68%) (UNDP 2006, p. 12). That the Euromosaic-report 
speaks of 1.5 million Roma people residing in CEE shows how little of the Roma is actually 
known and how much these calculations can differ (European Commission, without year (b), 
p.2) One problem with the estimated population figures is also that the Roma often do not 
want to identify themselves as Roma in the official census and the different surveys. 
As little as we know about their actual number, their origin was found being the north-western 
part of India, where they probably started their diaspora between the 9
th
 and the 14
th
 century 
(Liégeois, 2007 p. 18). Their most popular language is Romani - an Indo-European language 
that originates from dialects of Sanskrit. “Gypsies” is the outdated notion for the two peoples 
Roma and Sinti (Manush), the latter mostly residing in Germany and France.
22
 Originally, 
they were travellers who moved from place to place in a timely frame, but with the time they 
ceased or reduced travelling, starting with the groups of Roma in Greece or Italy (Liégeois, 
2007 p. 21).  
Around 60% of all Roma in the new member states speak Romani, whereas this number 
amounts in the rest of the EU to only 37% (European Commission, without year, p.2). 
According to Nationmaster, a statistic provided by the University of Sidney, in the following 
countries Romani is most frequently spoken: Romania (1million), Bulgaria (600000), Russia 
(400000), Slovakia (300000), Turkey 280000, Hungary (260000), France (215000) and 
further below coming tenth, Czech Republic with 140000 inhabitants speaking Romani. 
23
  
Like in all the other countries, the community of Roma is very diverse, concerning language, 
historical, religious and social patterns. We find communities that speak Romani, living in 
relatively good social conditions, Hungarian speaking communities that suffer from poverty, 
and well-integrated Roma speaking primarily or only Romanian (Ringold, Orenstein & 
Wilkens, 2005, p.92-122) 
Unemployment among the Roma in Romania happens to be very low compared to the high 
unemployment rates in Slovakia (64%), whereas in the Czech Republic unemployment is not 
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 http://gfbv.ch/de/hintergrund/factsheets/factsheet_roma/ 
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 http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/lan_rom_lan_gyp_spe-language-romani-gypsy-speakers 
For numbers about their population in general consult Ringold, Orenstein & Wilkens, 2005. 
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that high either, compared to the Roma in other countries (UNDP, 2003, p.31ff). Other 
statistics show an unemployment rate of 90-95%, leaving out the illegal sector that serves 
many Roma as a source of income. The Romanian Roma considered the problem 
“Discrimination to access to employment” the most serious one, followed by the problem 
“Limited access to social services”. The lack of educational opportunities is not perceived as a 
major problem, although as shown in the study by Ringold, Orenstein und Wilkens (2005), 
Roma do have a significantly lower level of education than the rest of population in Romania; 
in addition to that studies in the early nineties showed that 44% Roma men and 59% of 
female Roma were illiterate. While the one study supports the idea of education based on 
ethnicity criteria that could result in classes where education is conducted in the mother 
tongue (ibd.101), the UNDP-study from 2003 states:  
The survey data did not support the hypothesis regarding Roma languages as educational 
tools. The use of Roma languages was not as extensive as expected, even at home. Class 
instruction in Roma languages segregates as well as integrates; as such, it may further reduce 
access to education opportunities. In any case, instruction in Roma languages is not a priority 
for Roma parents. While Roma languages play a vital role in retaining cultural identities, 
their importance in educational opportunities should not be overestimated.   
     UNDP 2003, p.4 
The survey rather stresses the political goal that proficiency in majority languages should be 
promoted by the state entities, making it obvious that proficiency of the Roma language is 
considered not that important. While the Romanian constitution states that Romanian is the 
only state language in Romania, it guarantees in Article 6 under the heading Right to Identity 
the “right of persons belonging to national minorities to the preservation, development and 
expression of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity” (Romanian Constitution). 
Also Article 120 guarantees in the administrative units where citizens belonging to a national 
minority have a significant weight, the oral and written use of the respective minority 
language shall be allowed through special legal provisions established by the responsible 
authorities. Article 128 also allows persons belonging to national minorities to express 
themselves in their vernacular, although exercising this provision shall not hinder the 
administration and may not result in additional costs for those interested. As far as the rights 
on education in mother tongues are concerned, it is stated in Article 32 that the persons 
belonging to minorities are allowed to learn their mother tongue and to be educated in this 
language under the conditions laid down in the organic Law on education. 
24
 
                                                          
24
 For more information consult Constantin, 2004. 
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In short, the status of minority languages in the Romanian law and constitution is well 
established and there have been a number of major reforms, especially in 2003 by the 
amendment of the Constitution (Constantin, 2004). 
To summarize, language issues may add up to the problems which Roma face in general such 
as low employment, social isolation, high rates of illiteracy, but nevertheless language issues 
may not be one of the primary problems of the Roma minority in Romania. When looking at 
the figures from ESS (Tab 4 and 5) we see that while discrimination on the grounds of 
Ethnicity in Bulgaria and Hungary is significant, discrimination on the grounds of language is 
not relevant in these countries.
25
 To this conclusion also comes the Country Report on Human 
Rights Practices 2010 by the US-Department of State: although discriminatory statements by 
politicians and many other discriminatory actions are reported, no examples of discrimination 
on the grounds of language are mentioned. (US-Department of State, 2010 (a), p. 34-40) 
 IV.1.B Russian minority 
Concerning the Russian minorities in the new member states, the Euromosaic comparative 
summary states: 
Half of them [the Russians] are in Latvia where ethnic minorities count for almost 50% of the 
total population. Indeed, in all three Baltic States regional or minority language groups 
exceed 15% of the total state population. 
European Commission, without year (b), p.2 
The diffusion of ethnic Russians in the Baltics could not be more unbalanced. Russians 
constitute up 29% of Latvia’s population, in Estonia they are around 26% according to 
official census 2010, and in Lithuania only 6.3 % declared themselves as ethnic Russians 
(European Commission, without year (a), (c) and (d)).  
Whereas the situation of minorities in Lithuania is rather positively perceived by international 
organisations, particularly the OSCE or the EU, the naturalisation process in Estonia and 
particularly in Latvia and the status of non-citizens or stateless persons was discussed on an 
international level and was highly criticised. Therefore and because the Lithuanian 
demographic situation is different and includes many other minorities such as Polish and 
Byelorussians, this work will focus on the two remaining countries.  
I will start by introducing shortly the situation of non-citizens and stateless persons, and I will 
then continue by explaining the current social situation of Latvia, using the data from ESS.  
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 The author does not take into account figures that concern less than thirty persons. 
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Normally, in both countries citizenship derives from one’s parents onto their children- 
following the principle of ius sanguinis.
26
 Particularly interesting is that the two newly 
established states did not give automatically citizenship to those residing on its territories but 
only to citizens of the former Soviet republics of Estonia (ESSR) and Latvia (LSSR) as part of 
the Soviet Union. Therefore those who moved to the ESSR and LSSR in Soviet times or 
earlier and their descendants were not given citizenship unless they underwent the process of 
naturalisation implying passing a test of their knowledge of the Estonian/Latvian constitution 
and history and of their proficiency of the Estonian/Latvian language. Those who failed the 
test or did not want to take it remained stateless and therefore fall under the category of the 
1954 Convention relating to the Status of Stateless persons, stipulating at least a minimum of 
rights (Convention relating to the Status of Stateless, 1954). However, the Latvian 
government at this point differs between non-citizens and stateless persons, the latter having 
no claims on citizenship and not eligible to naturalize by law (US Department of State 2010 
(b), pp.13). The non-citizens are granted permanent residency status and full right to 
employment, consular protection abroad etc. Nevertheless, the right to vote both on the local 
and the national level is restricted only to Latvian citizens. In Estonia, the situation is similar, 
and long-term-residents are granted also a couple of rights, allowing them to vote local but 
not national authorities (US Department of State, 2010 (c), pp.7). 
Language discrimination is faced by the minorities in both countries according to the data 
provided by the ESS - see Appendix Table 3. In Estonia 55 out of 1621 persons and in Latvia 
99 out of 1955 (6%) claimed to be discriminated on the grounds of language, making the 
example of Latvia more representative. When analysing results of the language discriminated 
group with the data of the ESS, the problem occurs that generally a sample with less than 
thirty persons is statistically not significant.  
As far as education is concerned, only marginal differences can be assessed that are because 
of the number of people statistically not accountable and the samples that are rather small. 
When it comes to the feeling about family income, especially those who how have the feeling 
that it is difficult or very difficult at the present time to live on the present income levels, are 
far more often encountered among the persons who feel discriminated against because of their 
language. In Estonia, the percentage of people considering the situation difficult or very 
difficult is even double among the language discriminated than among the total population. In 
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 Ius soli in contrast means that the citizenship is given to whoever was born on the territory of the respective 
state- applied for instance in Germany. 
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Latvia, there are 10% among the language discriminated choosing the label <very difficult> 
compared to the total population (Appendix Table 7 and 8), and also the percentage of people 
coping with the present income is 10% less than among the total population.  
The ESS also inquired about people’s trust in different state institution - here I analysed the 
trust in the national parliament, in the UN and in the European Parliament, summarizing the 
original ten ESS response levels to three. 
When it comes to the national parliaments, the difference between language discriminated and 
the total population is higher is particularly in Estonia, where 45% - nearly double the 
percentage than among the total population choose the levels 0-3 allocated to the lowest trust 
in the national level. In Latvia the difference between the language-discriminated and the total 
population is not noteworthy in this context. Trust in the EP is basically the same among the 
two sample groups.  
The results in Estonia for the language-discriminated concerning trust in the UN cannot be 
subject to analysis as the subsamples are less than 30 persons; in Latvia the percentage of 
people having less trust in the UN is higher among the language discriminated (40%) than 
among the total number of interviewees (36%). 
The reason why there are different samples among is shown in Appendix Table 15 as the 
response rates differ for each question.  
To summarize, differences between the language discriminated groups and the total 
population concerning decisive political and economic variables such as income and trust in 
Parliament or the United Nations are less developed than expected. Particularly interesting 
though is the fact that trust in the national parliament in Estonia is very low compared to the 
total population. This result would also explain the question that was risen by Sandovici& 
Listhaug in their recent essay which examined the political participation among persons 
belonging to national minorities. This study came to the result that though the degree of 
political participation was the same among the total amount of interviewees and persons 
belonging to minorities, the probability to vote in the next elections is much lower among 
minorities and thus asked the question “why would people who are interested in voicing their 
political issues, thus communicating with representatives, [would] not be more active in 
selecting representatives of their own?” (Sandovici& Listhaug, 2010, p. 131).  
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State language regulation is traditionally very restrictive in the two states, leading to the 
involvement of both the OSCE and the EU in the nineties. The way the minorities were 
treated often influenced the accession process to international organisations such as NATO 
and in our particular case - the EU.  The language policy – that can be considered as an 
instrument of social and ethnic integration of the primarily Russian minority in the two states 
- was harshly criticised by the Russian government and leading to the statement that “ the 
maltreatment of Russians in the ‘geopolitical space of the former Soviet Union’ could be 
construed as grounds for Russian military intervention”. (Adrey, 2005, p. 454)  
Before 1991, the linguistic situation in Latvia and Estonia was reversed to today’s situation: 
Russian was the only state language and was used exclusively for all official purposes, 
transport, economy and higher education. Latvian and Estonian were left to informal social 
communication (ibd. 458). Figures from the seventies in Haarmann, (1975, p. 62) show that 
the number of speakers of Estonian and Latvian only increased slightly in the large time 
frame of ten years (1959-1970); in the case of Latvian from 1.4 to 1.43 million and Estonian 
from 0.989 to 1.007, while the number of Russian speaking persons (in the whole USSR) 
increased from 86 to 92 million. Today’s situation is still challenging for policy makers, 
especially in Latvia, where the number of people speaking and understanding Russian is 
higher than the percentage of people speaking Latvian ( 81.7% to 84.4%), therefore Russian 
still is perceived as a threat to the legitimacy to the Latvian language as the state language 
(Audrey, 2005, p. 259).   
Language rights in Latvia and Estonia have many similarities. The Latvian Constitutions (a 
revitalized form of the former Latvian Constitution of 1922) states that Latvian is the only 
officially langue, special amendments were made in 2002, as part of the language 
amendments in so far as members of the parliament have to give the promise that he/she will 
i.a. strengthen the position of Latvian as the sole state language (Pogeschi, 2004, pp. 1, 
Latvian Constitution). Before the introduction of the State Language Law in 1999, the use of 
other languages was allowed - even though only in limited space. Article 114 though 
expressively states that persons belonging to ethnic minorities have the right to preserve and 
develop their language. No other provisions are made on the topic of minorities. 
The State Language was introduced in order to ensure the preservation, protection and 
development of the Latvian language and by that safeguarding also the Latvian cultural and 
historical heritage. This law also aims at the integration of non-ethnic-Latvians, therefore they 
need to learn the Latvian language; at the time they are granted the use of minority language 
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in private. The use of minority language in private institutions, organisations and enterprises 
is restricted though, in so far as legitimate pubic interests are concerned, they must be 
balanced with the rights and interest of these private entities. The term public interest covers a 
range of different topics, such as “public safety, health, morals, health care, protection of 
consumer rights and labour rights, workplace safety and public administrative supervision” 
Pogeschi, 2004, p. 3) The state does not regulate the use of language in the unofficial 
communications in Latvia, especially during religious ceremonies and worships. Employees 
at state and municipal institutions, courts and also companies where the largest share of 
interests belongs to the state must have a high proficiency of Latvian. When it comes to self-
employed persons and persons working in the private sector, the use of other languages is 
only allowed if non-public interests are concerned and they do not perform a public function; 
in those situations they must use the state language - to the extent necessary. This last addition 
can be understood as a limitation making the law less rigid - nevertheless it ensures the 
promotion of the Latvian language. The reader of these provisions gets the impression that 
Latvian is a minority language that is under protection by the state. The establishment of a 
State Language Centre confirms and supports this theory. 
The Estonian constitution states also that the preservation of the Estonian language is one of 
the goals of the constitution, affirming later that the official language is Estonian (Estonian 
Constitution). Everyone who is deprived of his liberty shall be informed in a language that he 
understands about the reason for his or her arrest, also the decision of the court shall be 
announced also in a language that the person understands. The use of a foreign language, also 
of national minorities, at state agencies, at pre-trial procedures or at courts shall be ensured by 
law, as stated by paragraph 52. In localities where the majority of the population speaks 
another language, this language may be used as an internal working language, only to the 
extent and pursuant to the procedures laid out by law, limiting of course the outcome of this 
provision. Concerning education, everyone is guaranteed the right to receive education in 
Estonian, the language of instruction in minorities’ educational institutions may be chosen by 
the institutions. When addressing state agencies the use of Estonian is mandatory. In regions 
where at least one half of the population belongs to a minority, these persons also may receive 
answers in the minority language.  
In addition to that, § 50” national minorities have the right, in the interests of national culture, 
to establish self-governing agencies under conditions and pursuant to procedure provided by 
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the National Minorities Cultural Autonomy Act”. The constitution encloses no provision on 
the protection of minorities such as in the Austrian Constitution 
(1) Die deutsche Sprache ist, unbeschadet der den sprachlichen Minderheiten 
bundesgesetzlich eingeräumten Rechte, die Staatssprache der Republik. 
(2) Die Republik (Bund, Länder und Gemeinden) bekennt sich zu ihrer gewachsenen 
sprachlichen und kulturellen Vielfalt, die in den autochthonen Volksgruppen zum Ausdruck 
kommt. Sprache und Kultur, Bestand und Erhaltung dieser Volksgruppen sind zu achten, zu 
sichern und zu fördern. 
Article 8, Austrian Constitution 
The two countries have proven to be rigid about minorities and their use of language 
especially in Latvia, where the protection of minorities and the use of minority languages is 
even more restricted than in Estonia. Estonia has also shown to react more to international 
interventions and has watered down its most restrictive laws in order to appease international 
relations, also with Russia, the OSCE and NATO (see Audrey, 2004).  
IV.2. Enlargement process 
The question whether linguistic matters play a role in the context of the accession process was 
raised by the EP by a parliamentary question in 2000 (OJ C 174 E, 19.06.2001; p. 119) 
(Adrey, 2005, p.455) The Commission replied by stating that the countries have to fulfil all 
Criteria as was stated by the European Council in Helsinki in 1999. These conditions were 
determined under the Dutch Presidency in Copenhagen in 1993. 
 
Membership requires that the candidate country has achieved stability of institutions 
guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection 
of minorities, the existence of a functioning market economy as well as the capacity to 
cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the Union. 
 
     Conclusions of the Presidency, Copenhagen 1993 
The EP was not satisfied with the answer and asked for more detailed information on the 
general notion “ protection of minorities”. In its answer the Commission once more referred 
to the Copenhagen Criteria and stipulates that  
In assessing progress made by the candidate countries with regard to this criterion the 
Commission devotes particular attention to the respect for, and the implementation of, 
the various principles laid down in the Council of Europe Framework Convention for 
the Protection of National Minorities, including those related to the use of minority 
languages. 
cited in Adrey, 2005, p. 256 
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The FCPNM includes several provisions concerning the protection minority languages:  
 Article 5: State parties should undertake all measures to preserve the essential elements of 
their identity such as language. 
 Article 9: In the context of freedom of expression, the persons belonging to minorities 
should be able to receive and impart information and ideas in the minority language, 
without disturbance by public authorities 
 Article 10: The free use of minority language in private and in public, orally and in 
writing should be guaranteed. In areas where minorities have lived tradionally or/and in a 
substantial number and where such is truly needed, the Parties should ensure the 
conditions that enable persons belonging to minorities to turn to local authorities also in 
their language. Also, if a person is arrested he or she should be informed promptly and in 
a language understood by this person, about the nature of the accusation and in addition 
to that, he/she should be able to defend him/herself in this language, and where necessary 
with the help of a free interpreter. 
 Article 11: First names and surnames should be officially recognised also in the minority 
language; persons belonging to minorities should have the right to display information of 
private nature in the minority language. Also in areas that are traditionally inhabited by 
minorities or where minorities make out a substantial percentage of the total population, 
topographical indications should be displayed in the respective minority language 
 Article 12: The states should also take measures to dissimilate information on minorities 
such as culture, language, etc. through the means of education and research and 
guarantees to persons belonging to minorities access to schooling. They should provide 
adequate opportunities on teacher training and access to text books in minority languages.  
 Article 14: Minority languages should also be taught at schools, where there is demand 
and if possible. The appropriate measures should be undertaken without prejudice to the 
learning of the official language of the state in question.  
This FCPNM was signed by all EU-member states, except France (did not sign) and Greece- 
did sign but not ratify (state 18.01.2011)
27
. Estonia ratified the framework in 1997, Romania 
in 1995; although Latvia signed the treaty in 1995 like most of the EU-12, it was not ratified 
until June 2005 - even after they entrance in the EU in 2004. As we can see Romania has 
fulfilled these criteria the best. 
28
 
                                                          
27
 http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/ChercheSig.asp?NT=157&CM=&DF=&CL=ENG 
28
 Turkey as a possible member EU-member state has not ratified and not even signed the treaty.  
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The Europe-agreements in 1995 that contained the same texts include not only provisions that 
focus on economic development but also some substantial requirements concerning minority 
rights.  
The first one, already made in the preamble, is about the Commission ensuring that the 
candidate member states “respect the rule of law and human rights, including the rights of 
persons belonging to minorities” (cited in Adrey, 2005, p. 457). Secondly, according to 
Article 77 the states should also promote language, especially for members of minorities. The 
agreement lacks a special indication in what language these persons should be taught.  
The means that were left to the Commission to monitor minority language issues in the 
candidate countries are the following: opinions, followed by annual/progress reports and 
finally comprehensive monitoring reports for each countries. 
29
  
In a first report in 1998, the EU emphasizes the importance of the language learning progress, 
ensuring the integration of the Russian minority in Latvia. 
The draft Language Law has not yet been finally passed, but the proposals have been made to 
modify it so as to remove many of the earlier discriminatory provisions (such as the imposition 
of the use of Latvian language in the private sector). It remains to been seen if the final law 
will be in full compliance with international standards and OSCE recommendations. 
European Commission, 1998, p. 14 
In the same report, the fact that the FCPNM had not yet been ratified is stated without 
commentary (ibd. p.10.). In 1999, 2000 and 2001 the tone seems unchanged; in 2002, the 
abolition of the discriminatory eligibility law for Latvian members of the parliament as a 
positive development, at this point urging Latvia to ratify the FCPNM. (European 
Commission, 2002(b), p.30) Originally, the highest level of proficiency of the Latvian 
language was stipulated as a condition for eligibility as a member of the parliament, later this 
provision was changed due to political pressure by the NATO. (Audrey, 2005, p. 459) 
Concerning the Latvian Language Law, the Commission states that it is essentially in line 
with the obligations of Latvia in international and European obligations. The Commission 
adds that “[h]owever, some of the provisions are worded in such a way that they could give 
rise to different interpretations.” (Ibd. p. 32) 
When it comes to the highly discussed Latvian State Language Law the EU has proven to 
react hesitantly on the on-going international discussions and pressures, and it seems that 
                                                          
29
 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/key_documents/reports_1998_en.htm 
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although - when confronted with parliamentary questions - the Commission confirms the will 
to interfere in these subjects- that seems quite paradox considering the example of the Latvian 
State Language Law.  
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Conclusion 
Looking at the numerous international commitments in the fields of minorities, it seems 
obvious that the EU takes interest in that subject as well. As proven in my first chapter - it is 
obliged as well when considering the influence of language issues on the four economic 
freedoms and the effect of spill-over. 
There are little regulations that deal with the use of language and in particular with minority 
languages, and also the FRA states 
At the same time the EU has no legal competence to legislate on the use of languages at 
national level. Nor does the EU have an explicit legislative competence to fight discrimination 
based on language. The Racial Equality Directive and the Employment Directive do not 
explicitly address discrimination on the basis of language.  
European Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2010, p.65 
Although the interest of the EP in minority language issues appears to be consistent in the 
history of the EU, the general interest of other institutions and the commitment of the 
Commission seem to be getting smaller. This shows also the closure of EBLUL and the new 
ways of managing the MERCATOR-network. Worth mentioning is also the fact that the EU 
has not yet managed to establish a definition of minorities that is accepted by all member 
states - particularly considering the question of citizenship.  
Some may argue that the commitment on minority languages is growing as they are enshrined 
in the Charter on Fundamental Rights and the also the Article 167 in TFEU, but the 
engagement of the European Commission in two countries were linguistic discrimination 
seems the most obvious, Latvia and Estonia, begs the question if this commitment is one of 
the prior interests of the EU. Therefor the third hypothesis is applicable; although 
discrimination on the grounds of language exits, the EU did not take special interest in it 
during the enlargement process. 
The approach on the question of translation and the official language prove high respect for 
the linguistic diversity in the member states and in my opinion also is one of the factors why 
people can still identify with the EU as the transformation of the nation state continues.  
What may be seen as a new approach considering the involvement in minority issues is the 
engagement of the European Union, especially the European Commission, when taking 
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interest in the Roma. As proven in this thesis, the linguistic discrimination does not concern 
the Roma that much as other problems of social cohesion may be much worse.  
The Future will show how the EU is going to act in this field particularly on the subject of the 
candidate country Turkey that has traditionally a rather stringent approach to national 
minorities.  
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V. Figures 
 
Table 1 Belonging to a minority ethnic group - Country crosstab 
 
 Belong to minority ethnic group in country Total  
 Yes  No    
 Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  Country Number % in  Country 
Belgium 71 4,00% 1685 96,00% 1756 100,00% 
Bulgaria 401 18,10% 1819 81,90% 2220 100,00% 
Switzerland 141 7,80% 1668 92,20% 1809 100,00% 
Cyprus 40 3,40% 1151 96,60% 1191 100,00% 
Czech 
Republic 
47 2,40% 1949 97,60% 1996 100,00% 
Germany 118 4,30% 2625 95,70% 2743 100,00% 
Denmark 49 3,00% 1560 97,00% 1609 100,00% 
Estonia 323 21,10% 1206 78,90% 1529 100,00% 
Spain 77 3,00% 2489 97,00% 2566 100,00% 
Finland 33 1,50% 2162 98,50% 2195 100,00% 
France 79 3,90% 1968 96,10% 2047 100,00% 
United 
Kingdom 
162 6,90% 2184 93,10% 2346 100,00% 
Greece 87 4,40% 1870 95,60% 1957 100,00% 
Croatia 103 7,00% 1378 93,00% 1481 100,00% 
Hungary 80 5,20% 1460 94,80% 1540 100,00% 
Ireland 71 4,00% 1689 96,00% 1760 100,00% 
Israel 371 15,90% 1961 84,10% 2332 100,00% 
Latvia 152 7,90% 1783 92,10% 1935 100,00% 
Netherlands 122 6,90% 1654 93,10% 1776 100,00% 
Norway 61 3,90% 1484 96,10% 1545 100,00% 
Poland 25 1,60% 1585 98,40% 1610 100,00% 
Portugal 58 2,50% 2257 97,50% 2315 100,00% 
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Romania 338 16,60% 1702 83,40% 2040 100,00% 
Russian 
Federation 
347 13,80% 2162 86,20% 2509 100,00% 
Sweden 57 3,10% 1767 96,90% 1824 100,00% 
Slovenia 28 2,20% 1228 97,80% 1256 100,00% 
Slovakia 98 5,50% 1674 94,50% 1772 100,00% 
Turkey 142 6,50% 2053 93,50% 2195 100,00% 
Ukraine 104 5,90% 1645 94,10% 1749 100,00% 
Total 3785 6,80% 51818 93,20% 55603 100,00% 
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Table 2 Feeling of discrimination on the grounds of language 
 
frequency % Valid percentages 
Cumulated 
percentages 
valid Not marked 56285 99,2 99,2 99,2 
Marked 467 ,8 ,8 100,0 
 
 
 
Table 3 Discrimination on the grounds of language -Country crosstab  
 
 Not marked  Marked    
 Number % in  Country Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  Country 
Belgium 1749 99% 11 1% 1760 100% 
Bulgaria 2214 99% 16 1% 2230 100% 
Switzerland 1809 100% 10 1% 1819 100% 
Cyprus 1209 100% 6 1% 1215 100% 
Czech 
Republic 
2018 100% 0 0% 2018 100% 
Germany 2738 100% 13 1% 2751 100% 
Denmark 1605 100% 5 0% 1610 100% 
Estonia 1588 96% 73 4% 1661 100% 
Spain 2566 100% 10 0% 2576 100% 
Finland 2175 99% 20 1% 2195 100% 
France 2069 100% 4 0% 2073 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
2345 100% 7 0% 2352 100% 
Greece 2068 100% 4 0% 2072 100% 
Croatia 1481 100% 3 0% 1484 100% 
Hungary 1542 100% 2 0% 1544 100% 
Ireland 1762 100% 2 0% 1764 100% 
Israel 2418 97% 72 3% 2490 100% 
 74 
 
Latvia 1871 95% 109 6% 1980 100% 
Netherlands 1768 99% 10 1% 1778 100% 
Norway 1548 100% 1 0% 1549 100% 
Poland 1618 100% 1 0% 1619 100% 
Portugal 2364 100% 3 0% 2367 100% 
Romania 2141 100% 5 0% 2146 100% 
Russian 
Federation 
2504 100% 8 0% 2512 100% 
Sweden 1820 100% 10 1% 1830 100% 
Slovenia 1285 100% 1 0% 1286 100% 
Slovakia 1803 100% 7 0% 1810 100% 
Turkey 2389 99% 27 1% 2416 100% 
Ukraine 1818 99% 27 2% 1845 100% 
Total 56285 99% 467 1% 56752 100% 
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Table 4 Discrimination on the grounds of ethnicity - Country crosstab 
 Not marked  Marked  Total  
 Number % in  Country Number % in  Country Number % in  Country 
Belgium 1755 100% 5 0% 1760 100% 
Bulgaria 2133 96% 97 4% 2230 100% 
Switzerland 1803 99% 16 1% 1819 100% 
Cyprus 1213 100% 2 0% 1215 100% 
Czech Republic 2010 100% 8 0% 2018 100% 
Germany 2725 99% 26 1% 2751 100% 
Denmark 1603 100% 7 0% 1610 100% 
Estonia 1655 100% 6 0% 1661 100% 
Spain 2565 100% 11 0% 2576 100% 
Finland 2187 100% 8 0% 2195 100% 
France 2059 99% 14 1% 2073 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
2323 99% 29 1% 2352 100% 
Greece 2068 100% 4 0% 2072 100% 
Croatia 1478 100% 6 0% 1484 100% 
Hungary 1508 98% 36 2% 1544 100% 
Ireland 1757 100% 7 0% 1764 100% 
Israel 2422 97% 68 3% 2490 100% 
Latvia 1965 99% 15 1% 1980 100% 
Netherlands 1767 99% 11 1% 1778 100% 
Norway 1539 99% 10 1% 1549 100% 
Poland 1616 100% 3 0% 1619 100% 
Portugal 2362 100% 5 0% 2367 100% 
Romania 2120 99% 26 1% 2146 100% 
Russian 
Federation 
2469 98% 43 2% 2512 100% 
Sweden 1814 99% 16 1% 1830 100% 
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Slovenia 1277 99% 9 1% 1286 100% 
Slovakia 1796 99% 14 1% 1810 100% 
Turkey 2378 98% 38 2% 2416 100% 
Ukraine 1835 100% 10 1% 1845 100% 
Total 56202 99% 550 1% 56752 100% 
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Table 5 Highest Level of Education - Country crosstab 
 Less than lower 
secondary education 
(ISCED 0-1) 
Lower secondary 
education completed 
(ISCED 2) 
Upper secondary 
education completed 
(ISCED 3) 
Post-secondary non-
tertiary education 
completed (ISCED 4) 
Tertiary education 
completed (ISCED 5-
6) 
Other  Total  
 Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Belgium 215 12% 353 20% 612 35% 39 2% 532 30% 9 1% 1760 100% 
Bulgaria 188 8% 534 24% 1061 48% 0 0% 447 20% 0 0% 2230 100% 
Switzerla
nd 
111 6% 293 16% 895 49% 57 3% 459 25% 0 0% 1815 100% 
Cyprus 225 19% 112 9% 488 40% 0 0% 388 32% 0 0% 1213 100% 
Czech 
Republic 
22 1% 260 13% 1509 75% 0 0% 224 11% 3 0% 2018 100% 
Germany 62 2% 313 11% 1400 51% 191 7% 784 29% 0 0% 2750 100% 
Denmark 23 1% 324 20% 613 38% 0 0% 640 40% 0 0% 1600 100% 
Estonia 84 5% 368 22% 596 36% 95 6% 513 31% 0 0% 1656 100% 
Spain 889 35% 631 25% 457 18% 188 7% 409 16% 0 0% 2574 100% 
Finland 362 17% 330 15% 830 38% 0 0% 672 31% 0 0% 2194 100% 
France 388 19% 315 15% 726 35% 13 1% 629 30% 0 0% 2071 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
598 26% 433 19% 269 12% 0 0% 1038 44% 0 0% 2338 100% 
Greece 450 22% 351 17% 735 36% 0 0% 536 26% 0 0% 2072 100% 
Croatia 108 7% 230 16% 828 56% 0 0% 315 21% 0 0% 1481 100% 
Hungary 97 6% 811 53% 284 18% 93 6% 258 17% 0 0% 1543 100% 
Ireland 288 16% 345 20% 376 21% 0 0% 751 43% 0 0% 1760 100% 
Israel 80 3% 279 11% 1078 44% 0 0% 1037 42% 0 0% 2474 100% 
Latvia 77 4% 398 20% 1019 52% 0 0% 486 25% 0 0% 1980 100% 
Netherlan
ds 
180 10% 518 29% 508 29% 95 5% 476 27% 0 0% 1777 100% 
Norway 31 2% 201 13% 632 41% 114 7% 565 37% 0 0% 1543 100% 
Poland 35 2% 374 23% 834 52% 82 5% 291 18% 0 0% 1616 100% 
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Portugal 1327 56% 405 17% 346 15% 15 1% 274 12% 0 0% 2367 100% 
Romania 210 10% 562 27% 969 46% 98 5% 284 13% 0 0% 2123 100% 
Russian 
Federatio
n 
195 8% 238 10% 767 31% 0 0% 1312 52% 0 0% 2512 100% 
Sweden 222 12% 524 29% 594 33% 0 0% 482 27% 0 0% 1822 100% 
Slovenia 38 3% 325 25% 652 51% 0 0% 268 21% 0 0% 1283 100% 
Slovakia 20 1% 284 16% 1254 70% 0 0% 241 13% 0 0% 1799 100% 
Turkey 1340 56% 409 17% 470 20% 0 0% 188 8% 8 0% 2415 100% 
Ukraine 142 8% 208 11% 331 18% 296 16% 863 47% 0 0% 1840 100% 
Gesamt 8007 14% 10728 19% 21133 37% 1376 2% 15362 27% 20 0% 56626 100% 
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Table 6 Highest level of Education (language discriminated) - Country crosstab 
 Highest level of education        Total  
 Less than lower 
secondary 
education (ISCED 
0-1) 
Lower secondary 
education 
completed 
(ISCED 2) 
Upper secondary 
education 
completed 
(ISCED 3) 
Post-secondary 
non-tertiary 
education 
completed 
(ISCED 4) 
Tertiary education completed (ISCED 
5-6) 
 Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Countr
y 
Number % in  
Country 
Belgiu
m 
0 0,00% 3 27,30% 2 18,20% 0 0,00% 6 54,50% 11 100,00
% 
Bulgari
a 
12 75,00% 3 18,80% 1 6,30% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 16 100,00
% 
Switzerl
and 
0 0,00% 1 10,00% 6 60,00% 0 0,00% 3 30,00% 10 100,00
% 
Cyprus 1 16,70% 1 16,70% 3 50,00% 0 0,00% 1 16,70% 6 100,00
% 
German
y 
2 15,40% 1 7,70% 6 46,20% 1 7,70% 3 23,10% 13 100,00
% 
Denmar
k 
1 25,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 3 75,00% 4 100,00
% 
Estonia 1 1,40% 13 17,80% 22 30,10% 9 12,30% 28 38,40% 73 100,00
% 
Spain 2 20,00% 3 30,00% 1 10,00% 1 10,00% 3 30,00% 10 100,00
% 
Finland 0 0,00% 3 15,00% 6 30,00% 0 0,00% 11 55,00% 20 100,00
% 
France 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 25,00% 0 0,00% 3 75,00% 4 100,00
% 
United 
Kingdo
m 
1 14,30% 2 28,60% 2 28,60% 0 0,00% 2 28,60% 7 100,00
% 
Greece 1 25,00% 0 0,00% 3 75,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 4 100,00
% 
Croatia 0 0,00% 1 33,30% 1 33,30% 0 0,00% 1 33,30% 3 100,00
% 
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Hungar
y 
1 50,00% 1 50,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 2 100,00
% 
Ireland 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 2 100,00
% 
2 100,00
% 
Israel 1 1,40% 11 15,30% 25 34,70% 0 0,00% 35 48,60% 72 100,00
% 
Latvia 4 3,70% 18 16,50% 57 52,30% 0 0,00% 30 27,50% 109 100,00
% 
Netherl
ands 
0 0,00% 4 40,00% 3 30,00% 0 0,00% 3 30,00% 10 100,00
% 
Norway 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
Poland 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
1 100,00
% 
Portugal 1 33,30% 1 33,30% 1 33,30% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 3 100,00
% 
Romani
a 
2 40,00% 2 40,00% 1 20,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 5 100,00
% 
Russian 
Federati
on 
0 0,00% 1 12,50% 2 25,00% 0 0,00% 5 62,50% 8 100,00
% 
Sweden 0 0,00% 1 10,00% 5 50,00% 0 0,00% 4 40,00% 10 100,00
% 
Sloveni
a 
0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
Slovaki
a 
0 0,00% 2 28,60% 5 71,40% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 7 100,00
% 
Turkey 15 55,60% 6 22,20% 6 22,20% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 27 100,00
% 
Ukraine 0 0,00% 1 3,70% 7 25,90% 5 18,50% 14 51,90% 27 100,00
% 
Total 45 9,70% 80 17,20% 167 35,80% 16 3,40% 158 33,90% 466 100,00
% 
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Table 7 Feeling about household income – Country crosstab 
 Feeling about household's income nowadays   Total  
 Living comfortably 
on present income 
Coping on present 
income 
Difficult on present 
income 
Very difficult on present income 
 Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  
Country 
Belgium 645 36,90% 707 40,40% 331 18,90% 67 3,80% 1750 100,00% 
Bulgaria 28 1,30% 632 28,40% 788 35,40% 775 34,90% 2223 100,00% 
Switzerland 896 49,90% 676 37,70% 185 10,30% 37 2,10% 1794 100,00% 
Cyprus 290 24,20% 518 43,20% 334 27,80% 58 4,80% 1200 100,00% 
Czech 
Republic 
259 12,90% 1060 52,80% 534 26,60% 153 7,60% 2006 100,00% 
Germany 785 28,70% 1531 56,00% 319 11,70% 100 3,70% 2735 100,00% 
Denmark 1098 69,00% 423 26,60% 59 3,70% 12 0,80% 1592 100,00% 
Estonia 165 10,00% 1010 61,40% 372 22,60% 98 6,00% 1645 100,00
% 
Spain 676 26,50% 1335 52,30% 439 17,20% 101 4,00% 2551 100,00% 
Finland 524 24,00% 1398 63,90% 204 9,30% 61 2,80% 2187 100,00% 
France 685 33,20% 1061 51,40% 281 13,60% 39 1,90% 2066 100,00% 
United 
Kingdom 
853 36,60% 1043 44,80% 333 14,30% 99 4,30% 2328 100,00% 
Greece 206 10,00% 814 39,40% 683 33,10% 361 17,50% 2064 100,00% 
Croatia 333 22,70% 748 51,00% 218 14,90% 167 11,40% 1466 100,00% 
Hungary 66 4,30% 716 47,00% 523 34,40% 217 14,30% 1522 100,00% 
Ireland 550 31,30% 841 47,80% 280 15,90% 87 4,90% 1758 100,00% 
Israel 536 22,20% 1067 44,10% 545 22,50% 270 11,20% 2418 100,00% 
Latvia 64 3,30% 739 38,20% 720 37,20% 414 21,40% 1937 100,00
% 
Netherlands 862 48,90% 713 40,50% 147 8,30% 39 2,20% 1761 100,00% 
Norway 950 61,60% 492 31,90% 86 5,60% 15 1,00% 1543 100,00% 
Poland 169 10,50% 968 60,20% 428 26,60% 43 2,70% 1608 100,00% 
Portugal 150 6,40% 1077 46,00% 778 33,20% 336 14,40% 2341 100,00% 
Romania 249 12,10% 666 32,30% 719 34,90% 429 20,80% 2063 100,00% 
Russian 
Federation 
107 4,40% 830 33,90% 1003 41,00% 509 20,80% 2449 100,00% 
Sweden 1093 60,00% 582 31,90% 117 6,40% 30 1,60% 1822 100,00% 
Slovenia 509 39,90% 607 47,50% 117 9,20% 44 3,40% 1277 100,00% 
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Slovakia 205 11,40% 925 51,60% 511 28,50% 152 8,50% 1793 100,00% 
Turkey 166 6,90% 987 41,20% 796 33,20% 447 18,70% 2396 100,00% 
Ukraine 16 0,90% 378 20,80% 831 45,80% 588 32,40% 1813 100,00% 
Total 13135 23,40% 24544 43,70% 12681 22,60% 5748 10,20% 56108 100,00% 
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Table 8 Feeling about household income (language discriminated) – Country crosstab 
 Feeling about household's income nowadays   Total  
 Living 
comfortably on 
present income 
Coping on 
present income 
Difficult on 
present income 
Very difficult on present income 
 Numbe
r 
% in  
Countr
y 
Numbe
r 
% in  
Countr
y 
Numbe
r 
% in  
Countr
y 
Numbe
r 
% in  
Countr
y 
Numbe
r 
% in  
Country 
Belgiu
m 
4 36,40% 3 27,30% 3 27,30% 1 9,10% 11 100,00% 
Bulgari
a 
0 0,00% 2 12,50% 1 6,30% 13 81,30
% 
16 100,00% 
Switzer
land 
2 20,00% 5 50,00% 3 30,00% 0 0,00% 10 100,00% 
Cyprus 0 0,00% 2 33,30% 3 50,00% 1 16,70
% 
6 100,00% 
German
y 
2 15,40% 6 46,20% 5 38,50% 0 0,00% 13 100,00% 
Denmar
k 
2 50,00% 2 50,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 4 100,00% 
Estonia 2 2,70% 32 43,80% 32 43,80
% 
7 9,60% 73 100,00% 
Spain 4 40,00% 1 10,00% 4 40,00% 1 10,00
% 
10 100,00% 
Finland 9 45,00% 8 40,00% 3 15,00% 0 0,00% 20 100,00% 
France 0 0,00% 3 75,00% 1 25,00% 0 0,00% 4 100,00% 
United 
Kingdo
m 
2 28,60% 4 57,10% 1 14,30% 0 0,00% 7 100,00% 
Greece 0 0,00% 2 50,00% 1 25,00% 1 25,00
% 
4 100,00% 
Croatia 1 33,30% 2 66,70% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 3 100,00% 
Hungar
y 
0 0,00% 1 50,00% 0 0,00% 1 50,00% 2 100,00% 
Ireland 0 0,00% 1 50,00% 1 50,00% 0 0,00% 2 100,00% 
Israel 8 11,40% 27 38,60% 21 30,00% 14 20,00 70 100,00% 
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% 
Latvia 3 2,80% 29 26,90% 42 38,90
% 
34 31,50
% 
108 100,00% 
Netherl
ands 
1 10,00% 3 30,00% 5 50,00% 1 10,00
% 
10 100,00% 
Norway 0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00% 
Poland 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
0 0,00% 1 100,00% 
Portuga
l 
0 0,00% 2 66,70% 0 0,00% 1 33,30
% 
3 100,00% 
Romani
a 
0 0,00% 1 20,00% 1 20,00% 3 60,00
% 
5 100,00% 
Russian 
Federat
ion 
1 14,30% 2 28,60% 1 14,30% 3 42,90
% 
7 100,00% 
Sweden 5 50,00% 2 20,00% 2 20,00% 1 10,00
% 
10 100,00% 
Sloveni
a 
0 0,00% 1 100,00
% 
0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 100,00% 
Slovaki
a 
0 0,00% 5 71,40% 1 14,30% 1 14,30
% 
7 100,00% 
Turkey 1 3,70% 7 25,90% 9 33,30% 10 37,00
% 
27 100,00% 
Ukraine 0 0,00% 2 7,70% 10 38,50% 14 53,80
% 
26 100,00% 
Total 47 10,20% 156 33,80% 151 32,80% 107 23,20
% 
461 100,00% 
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Table 9 Trust in country’s parliament - Country crosstab 
 Level 0-3  Level4-7  Level 8-10  Total  
Belgium 502 29% 1129 65% 109 6% 1740 100% 
Bulgaria 1688 79% 386 18% 80 4% 2154 100% 
Switzerland 194 11% 1175 69% 326 19% 1695 100% 
Cyprus 215 18% 732 63% 220 19% 1167 100% 
Czech 
Republic 
1165 59% 745 38% 76 4% 1986 100% 
Germany 861 32% 1548 57% 292 11% 2701 100% 
Denmark 153 10% 852 54% 587 37% 1592 100% 
Estonia 730 45% 755 47% 136 8% 1621 100% 
Spain 555 24% 1513 64% 289 12% 2357 100% 
Finland 284 13% 1333 61% 566 26% 2183 100% 
France 625 31% 1244 61% 169 8% 2038 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
865 37% 1232 53% 221 10% 2318 100% 
Greece 1029 50% 895 44% 126 6% 2050 100% 
Croatia 882 61% 501 35% 65 5% 1448 100% 
Hungary 1007 67% 440 29% 55 4% 1502 100% 
Ireland 795 46% 827 48% 123 7% 1745 100% 
Israel 1024 43% 1188 50% 169 7% 2381 100% 
Latvia 1544 79% 371 19% 40 2% 1955 100% 
Netherlands 266 15% 1321 75% 174 10% 1761 100% 
Norway 229 15% 920 60% 388 25% 1537 100% 
Poland 946 61% 591 38% 25 2% 1562 100% 
Portugal 1108 50% 994 45% 119 5% 2221 100% 
Romania 976 47% 875 42% 214 10% 2065 100% 
Russian 
Federation 
1056 45% 1052 45% 253 11% 2361 100% 
Sweden 291 16% 1109 62% 398 22% 1798 100% 
Slovenia 432 35% 699 56% 112 9% 1243 100% 
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Slovakia 703 40% 918 52% 157 9% 1778 100% 
Turkey 612 26% 809 34% 939 40% 2360 100% 
Ukraine 1467 82% 292 16% 29 2% 1788 100% 
Total 22204 40% 26446 48% 6457 12% 55107 100% 
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Table 10 Trust in country’s parliament (language discriminated) – Country Crosstab 
 
 Level 0-3  Level 4-7  Level 8-10  Total  
Belgium 5 46% 5 46% 1 9% 11 100% 
Bulgaria 13 87% 2 13% 0 0% 15 100% 
Switzerland 0 0% 6 86% 1 14% 7 100% 
Cyprus 2 40% 3 60% 0 0% 5 100% 
Germany 3 25% 8 67% 1 8% 12 100% 
Denmark 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4 100% 
Estonia 54 76% 16 23% 1 1% 71 100% 
Spain 2 20% 7 70% 1 10% 10 100% 
Finland 6 30% 10 50% 4 20% 20 100% 
France 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 4 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
4 57% 3 43% 0 0% 7 100% 
Greece 2 50% 2 50% 0 0% 4 100% 
Croatia 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 3 100% 
Hungary 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100% 
Ireland 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100% 
Israel 39 57% 23 34% 6 9% 68 100% 
Latvia 86 80% 16 15% 5 5% 107 100% 
Netherlands 1 10% 8 80% 1 10% 10 100% 
Norway 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100% 
Poland 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 
Portugal 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 100% 
Romania 3 60% 1 20% 1 20% 5 100% 
Russian 
Federation 
4 57% 2 29% 1 14% 7 100% 
Sweden 1 10% 5 50% 4 40% 10 100% 
Slovenia 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 
Slovakia 5 72% 2 29% 0 0% 7 100% 
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Turkey 10 38% 12 46% 4 15% 26 100% 
Ukraine 19 70% 8 30% 0 0% 27 100% 
Total 266 59% 150 33% 34 8% 450 100% 
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Table 11 Trust in UN – Country Crosstab 
 Level 0-3  Level 4-7  Level 8-10  TOTAL  
Belgium 339 20% 1124 66% 233 14% 1696 100% 
Bulgaria 546 33% 782 47% 346 21% 1674 100% 
Switzerland 283 17% 1061 65% 292 18% 1636 100% 
Cyprus 333 30% 640 57% 142 13% 1115 100% 
Czech 
Republic 
590 31% 970 52% 323 17% 1883 100% 
Germany 630 25% 1571 61% 359 14% 2560 100% 
Denmark 116 8% 837 56% 544 36% 1497 100% 
Estonia 284 21% 806 60% 249 19% 1339 100% 
Spain 496 23% 1356 64% 269 13% 2121 100% 
Finland 155 7% 1166 55% 814 38% 2135 100% 
France 440 22% 1234 62% 322 16% 1996 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
541 25% 1309 60% 332 15% 2182 100% 
Greece 807 41% 962 49% 199 10% 1968 100% 
Croatia 563 42% 635 47% 152 11% 1350 100% 
Hungary 433 34% 641 50% 209 16% 1283 100% 
Ireland 279 17% 1007 61% 375 23% 1661 100% 
Israel 888 42% 1028 49% 182 9% 2098 100% 
Latvia 607 36% 802 47% 293 17% 1702 100% 
Netherlands 230 14% 1236 73% 224 13% 1690 100% 
Norway 77 5% 835 55% 599 40% 1511 100% 
Poland 328 23% 831 59% 238 17% 1397 100% 
Portugal 474 24% 1169 60% 300 15% 1943 100% 
Romania 490 26% 758 41% 608 33% 1856 100% 
Russian 
Federation 
769 44% 692 39% 307 17% 1768 100% 
Sweden 131 8% 1059 61% 536 31% 1726 100% 
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Slovenia 305 26% 691 60% 160 14% 1156 100% 
Slovakia 328 21% 947 59% 323 20% 1598 100% 
Turkey 1293 60% 606 28% 248 12% 2147 100% 
Ukraine 717 54% 435 33% 184 14% 1336 100% 
Total 13472 27% 27190 54% 9362 19% 50024 100% 
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Table 12 Trust in UN (language discriminated) – Country Crosstab 
 
 Level 0-3  Level 4-7  Level 8-10   TOTAL 
 Number % in  
Country 
Number % in  Country Number % in  Country Number % in  Country 
Belgium 0 0% 10 91% 1 9% 11 100% 
Bulgaria 2 29% 3 43% 2 29% 7 100% 
Switzerland 2 20% 8 80% 0 0% 10 100% 
Cyprus 3 60% 1 20% 1 20% 5 100% 
Germany 1 10% 8 80% 1 10% 10 100% 
Denmark 1 25% 2 50% 1 25% 4 100% 
Estonia 18 33% 28 51% 9 16% 55 100% 
Spain 0 0% 6 67% 3 33% 9 100% 
Finland 6 30% 12 60% 2 10% 20 100% 
France 1 25% 3 75% 0 0% 4 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
2 29% 2 29% 3 43% 7 100% 
Greece 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 4 100% 
Croatia 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 
Hungary 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100% 
Ireland 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100% 
Israel 29 43% 31 46% 7 11% 67 100% 
Latvia 39 40% 39 40% 21 21% 99 100% 
Netherlands 2 20% 6 60% 2 20% 10 100% 
Norway 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 
Poland 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 
Portugal 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 100% 
Romania 0 0% 4 80% 1 20% 5 100% 
Russian 
Federation 
1 25% 1 25% 2 50% 4 100% 
Sweden 2 20% 6 60% 2 20% 10 100% 
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Slovenia 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100% 
Slovakia 0 0% 4 67% 2 33% 6 100% 
Turkey 12 46% 9 35% 5 19% 26 100% 
Ukraine 14 61% 8 35% 1 4% 23 100% 
Total 143 35% 196 48% 70 17% 409 100% 
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Table 13 Trust in EP - Country crosstab 
  Level 0-3  Level 4-7  Level 8-10  Total  
Belgium  372 22% 1128 66% 217 13% 1717 100% 
Bulgaria  644 35% 884 48% 327 18% 1855 100% 
Switzerland  413 26% 1014 65% 140 9% 1567 100% 
Cyprus  137 13% 626 59% 294 28% 1057 100% 
Czech Republic 873 45% 874 45% 172 9% 1919 100% 
Germany  939 37% 1389 55% 207 8% 2535 100% 
Denmark  346 24% 906 62% 200 14% 1452 100% 
Estonia  328 24% 873 63% 194 14% 1395 100% 
Spain  480 23% 1429 67% 229 11% 2138 100% 
Finland  447 21% 1390 66% 266 13% 2103 100% 
France  592 30% 1233 62% 177 9% 2002 100% 
United Kingdom 1062 50% 984 46% 96 5% 2142 100% 
Greece  703 35% 1074 54% 224 11% 2001 100% 
Croatia  644 48% 594 45% 93 7% 1331 100% 
Hungary  539 40% 670 50% 139 10% 1348 100% 
Ireland  472 28% 1030 62% 169 10% 1671 100% 
Israel  636 39% 874 54% 113 7% 1623 100% 
Latvia  810 46% 764 43% 199 11% 1773 100% 
Netherlands  342 21% 1206 73% 115 7% 1663 100% 
Norway  267 20% 957 71% 120 9% 1344 100% 
Poland  433 31% 842 59% 144 10% 1419 100% 
Portugal  615 32% 1163 60% 166 9% 1944 100% 
Romania  509 27% 833 44% 572 30% 1914 100% 
Russian Federation 753 44% 724 42% 249 14% 1726 100% 
Sweden  424 26% 1041 65% 149 9% 1614 100% 
Slovenia  320 27% 713 61% 145 12% 1178 100% 
Slovakia  358 21% 1006 60% 317 19% 1681 100% 
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Turkey  1271 59% 607 28% 279 13% 2157 100% 
Ukraine  676 51% 524 39% 134 10% 1334 100% 
Total  16405 33% 27352 55% 5846 12% 49603 100% 
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Table 14 Trust in EP (language discriminated) - Country crosstab 
 
  Level 0-3  Level 4-7  Level 8-10  Total  
Belgium  0 0% 10 91% 1 9% 11 100% 
Bulgaria  2 18% 5 46% 4 36% 11 100% 
Switzerland  3 30% 6 60% 1 10% 10 100% 
Cyprus  1 17% 4 67% 1 17% 6 100% 
Germany  2 22% 6 67% 1 11% 9 100% 
Denmark  1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 100% 
Estonia  14 23% 43 69% 5 8% 62 100% 
Spain  1 11% 6 67% 2 22% 9 100% 
Finland  9 47% 10 53% 0 0% 19 100% 
France  1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 3 100% 
United Kingdom 3 43% 3 43% 1 14% 7 100% 
Greece  1 25% 2 50% 1 25% 4 100% 
Croatia  3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 
Hungary  1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100% 
Ireland  0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100% 
Israel  25 45% 26 46% 5 9% 56 100% 
Latvia  46 45% 38 37% 18 18% 102 100% 
Netherlands  0 0% 9 90% 1 10% 10 100% 
Norway  0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100% 
Poland  1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 
Portugal  1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 100% 
Romania  0 0% 5 100% 0 0% 5 100% 
Russian Federation 1 25% 2 50% 1 25% 4 100% 
Sweden  2 20% 6 60% 2 20% 10 100% 
Slovenia  0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100% 
Slovakia  0 0% 5 72% 2 29% 7 100% 
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Turkey  11 41% 11 41% 5 19% 27 100% 
Ukraine  14 64% 8 36% 0 0% 22 100% 
Total  143 35% 213 52% 54 13% 410 100% 
 
Table 15 Trust in EP- response rate  
 Marked Overall 
sample 
responses 
trust EP 
Response rate 
trust EP 
Belgium 11 11 11 100% 
Switzerland 10 10 10 100% 
Cyprus 6 6 6 100% 
United 
Kingdom 
7 7 7 100% 
Greece 4 4 4 100% 
Croatia 3 3 3 100% 
Hungary 2 2 2 100% 
Ireland 2 2 2 100% 
Netherlands 10 10 10 100% 
Norway 1 1 1 100% 
Poland 1 1 1 100% 
Portugal 3 3 3 100% 
Romania 5 5 5 100% 
Sweden 10 10 10 100% 
Slovenia 1 1 1 100% 
Slovakia 7 7 7 100% 
Turkey 27 27 27 100% 
Finland 20 20 19 95% 
Latvia 109 109 102 94% 
Spain 10 10 9 90% 
Total 467 467 410 88% 
Estonia 73 73 62 85% 
Ukraine 27 27 22 81% 
Israel 72 72 56 78% 
France 4 4 3 75% 
Germany 13 13 9 69% 
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Bulgaria 16 16 11 69% 
Denmark 5 5 3 60% 
Russian 
Federation 
8 8 4 50% 
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List of Abbreviations 
 
 
CEE  Central and Eastern Europe  
EBLUL European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages  
ECHR  European Convention on Human Rights 
ECJ  European Court of Justice 
EP European Parliament 
ESS European Social Survey 
FCPNM Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities 
FRA European Agency for Fundamental Rights  
ICCPR International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
MEP  Member of the European Parliament  
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
OSCE  Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe 
PCIJ Permanent Court of International Justice 
RML  Regional and Minority Languages 
TEU  Treaty on the European Union 
TFEU  Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 
UN United Nations 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
UNHCR United Nations Commission on Human Rights  
US  United States 
WW1 World War 1 
WW2 World War 2  
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Abstract (Deutsch) 
Mit Blick auf die zahlreichen internationalen Verpflichtungen im Bereich Minderheiten, steht 
es außer Frage, dass die Europäische Union sich auch mit diesem Thema beschäftigt. Die 
vorliegende Arbeit zeigt zu Anfang anhand des spill-over-Effekts wie die vier Grundfreiheiten 
der EU eine entsprechende Politik sogar herausfordern.  
Jedoch besteht das Problem, dass es nur wenig Primärrecht gibt, dass sich mit diesem Thema 
auseinandersetzt, hier sei an dieser Stelle Art. 167 Vertrag über die Arbeitsweise der EU und 
die Artikel 21 und 22 der Charta der Grundrechte erwähnt. 
Das Interesse der EU scheint zwar über die Jahre gleichgeblieben zu sein, jedoch bei näherem 
Hinsehen erkennt man, dass sich v.a. das Interesse der Kommission gesunken zu sein scheint, 
dies wird im Zusammenhang der Erweiterung 2004-2009 gezeigt. Auch untersucht wird 
anhand zweier Minderheiten- der Roma und der russischen Minderheit- inwieweit sprachliche 
Diskriminierung eine Rolle spielt. Auf die Frage der Minderheiten wird auch aus einer 
quantitativen Sicht eingegangen: so wird hier mit Hilfe des European Social Survey die 
Situation sprachlich diskriminierter Personen anhand einiger Indikatoren das Vertrauen in die 
politische Institutionen und die allgemeine soziale Lage untersucht.  
 
Abstract (English) 
Looking at the numerous international commitments in the fields of minorities, it seems 
obvious that the EU takes interest in that subject as well especially when considering the 
effect of spill-over. The number of  regulations dealing with the use of language and in 
particular with minority  languages is rather small, also the number of treaty provisions is 
rather small, noteworthy is  especially the Article 167 and some provisions in the Charter on 
Fundamental Rights.  
Although the interest of the EP in minority language issues appears to be consistent in the 
history of the EU, the general interest of other institutions and the commitment of the 
Commission seem to be getting smaller, as shown in this work using the example of the 
enlargement 2004-2009 in context of the Russian minorities in Estonia and Latvia and the 
Roma, analysing their situation as well using data from the European Social Survey. 
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